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DISCOURSE. 



1 TIMOTHY, ii. S. 

FOR THERE IS ONE GOD, AND ONE MEDIATOR BETWIXT GOD 
AND MEN, THE MAN CHRIST JESUS. 

I HAVE selected this passage from the Word of God, my 
Christian hearers, as a most appropriate caption to the 
discussion, which, as you are already notified, I am this 
morning to undertake. 

Language, embodying in so small a compass an expres- 
sion more full and unequivocal of the distinguishing features 
of that faith which I am called upon to rescue from attack, I 
conceive, could hardly be framed. It contains a most explicit 
summary of what we regard as the leading truths of the 
Gospel. It begins with a direct statement of the funda- 
mental principle of all lational religion, the existence and 
unity of the Supreme Being — " There is one God" It next 
takes up the fundamental articles of the Christian Revelation, 
by recognizing the distinct, personal unity, and peculiar 
office of Jesus Christ — '^ and one Mediator beivnxi God and 
men" — and it closes by expressing, in the most direct tennt, 
the subordinate nature of this Mediator — 'Uhe man Christ 
Jesus." The entire declaration is clothed in terms the mo9t 
positive and unqualified, and to an unsophisticated mind, it 
would seem scarcely possible to misconstrue what it so unam* 
biguovsly and decidedly affirms. We are, however, called 
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upon to examine a doctrine strenuously advocated by a numer* 
ous body of our Christian brethren, which we believe to be 
repugnant to these great truths resting, to our view, with so 
much clearness upon the face of our text — a doctrine which 
we regard as subversive of the proper unity of God, of the 
unity of the Mediator, and of the plainest and most general 
teachings of the sacred volume, concerning the true character 
of his nature and office. The doctrine is briefly this — that 
Jesus Christ is the self-existent, independent, infinite and 
aupreme God, whilst at the same time, he is a created,'depend* 
ent, finite man. To this doctrine, we have many, and weighty, 
and, in our views, overwhelming, unanswerable objections- 
some of the most important of which we shall take the pre- 
sent opportunity for laying before you. As this Discourse is 
professedly a reply to a Sermon delivered a short time since 
in the First and Second Presbyterian Churches in this City, 
by the Rev. Daniel Baker, we will give a statement of the 
doctrine which he attempted to support, in his own words; 
and as we proceed to urge our several objections to it, we 
aball take care to place before you a fair representatioo o[ 
cTery argument which he has proposed in its defence. 

It may not be improper, however, before advancing ^rther, 
to caution you against wrongly laying to my charge the mani- 
feslation of an unduly controversial spirit, or the exercise of 
any improper temper towards those whose opinions I oppose. 
Whilst the nature of my present subject will lead me to 
•peak, with great freedom, and perhaps, occasionally, with 
tome warmth, of the views and mode of reasoning of Mr. 
Baker and his Trinitarian brethren, let me hope to betray no 
feeling ineonajstent with the broad and generous pripciple^ of 
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Cbriaiian charity. In regard to the discoarae whieh I am 
about to examine, it is the production of a gentleman highly 
distinguished in his profession, of one who enjoys a reputa* 
tion as a talented, ingenious, and successful preacher, Tastly 
beyond that of any of his brethren in this quarter; and il 
forms no part of my plan to call in question either his talents 
or sincerity. In defence of an article of fiiitb, which he pro- 
fesses to regard as "a doctrine of prime importance," as lying 
^at the foundation of the whole Christian system," and of 
^the most precious hopes of the believer," and as giving to 
the Mediatorial character, ''all its sweetness, and dignity, and 
excellence, and perfection," it was, indeed, to be expected that 
he should put forth his best powers; and no unwillingness on 
our part is felt to admiuing, that the grounds he has assumed 
are as ably occupied by him, as they could have been by any 
other person. 

Whilst, therefore, we regard his Sermon as an entire feilure, 
we do not attribute it to any want of taUnt in its author, but 
to the fact, that no abilities are equal to the task of sustaining, 
in the fece of a fair scrutiny, a hypothesis radically erroneous. 
I beg you, then, to recollect, that I am contending against 
what I deem false opinions ; not against the individuals who 
avow them. It is from no love of controversy, for controvei^y's 
own sake, that I have entered upon my present task ; but, as 
I trust, from a solemn sense of the duty, which as a minister 
of Jesus Christ, I owe to the cause of Christian truth. Ha- 
ving premised these remarks, I will give you the author's 
statement of his doctrine. It is this, " That Jesus Christ, as 
Mediatory possesses two natures, the Divine and Human, in 

mysterious, yet all harmonious unio'n!^ 
1* 
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To this doctrine, I object, in the first place, because it ap> 
pears to my mind as involving an absurdity. It suppooea 
that in one and the same individual are united the most in* 
congruous properties and attributes. It supposes that our Lord 
Jesus Christ was at one and the same moment the Almighty 
Jehovah, and yet a feeble man, finite and yet infinite, omni- 
scient, and yet ignorant of many things. Such a compound 
of the most opposite and jarring properties seems to me to be 
not merely a " mysterious unioriy*^ but an utter impossibility in 
the nature of things, an absurdity of the grossest character. 
The supposition of a person of whom we could say, without 
the least limitation of terms, that he knew all things, and yet 
that there were many things which he did not know — that he 
was absolutely independent, and yet that of his " own self he 
could do nothing," so far from being one of an " all harmo- 
nioris unionj^ addresses itself to our conceptions as replete with 
the most revolting self-contradiction. Our author, however, 
appears to flatter himself, that in the union of soul and body 
in man, he has hit upon a parallel, which solves all this dif- 
ficulty, and renders the whole matter quite clear and consistent 

Let us pause a moment to inquire how far this attempt att 
comparison answers his purpose. 

He demands, "How do we prove the union of soul and 
body in man ?" And answers, " In this very way: Speaking 
for example of this man, I say he has flesh, bones and blood, 
nad is mortal. These are not the attributes of the soul, but 
of the bjdy, and prove — what % Why, certainly, that this man 
has a body. Again, speaking of the very same individual, I 
affirm that he has memorj', will and understanding, and is 
immortal — an entirely new set of attributes ! Now, these be- 
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r not to the body, bat to the soul, and proTO^what t Moit 
aefldonably that this man hat also a soul. The conneetiiig 
between the soul and the body may be unseen. It tmt^ 
not. The fiicts are clear, and therefore the inferenee it 
listible. The man has both a soul and body, in mysterioot 
ill harmonious union." The author then goes on to " apply 
very same principle of reasoning to the case in hand." 
what sort of an application is it ? How does it go in any 
3 to relieve his system from the embarrassment whieh 
lously hangs around it? Must he not have perceived that 
two cases are dissimilar in the very point where alone it 
' any importance to him that they should agree? Is there 
thing even apparently absurd in the union of mind and 
f1 Is there any thing, for instance, that approaches an 
nsistency, a self-contradiction, in the idea that a man should 
3 flesh, bones and blood, and at the same time be able to 
k, to understand, and to remember? Surely, there ii 
ling in all this at all nearer an inconsistency, than there it 
le fact that the body itself is composed of different organs^ 
ible of a variety of functions. It is plain to you all, that 
e is nothing any more inharmonious, in saying that one 
the same person has a body and also a soul, than there it 
lying that he has a heart and also a liver, a head and alto 
ind, an arm and also a leg. Nor is there any thing to 
3ar more inconsistent, in saying that his body must die, and 
that his soul will live afler its separation from the body— • 
the one is mortal and the other immortal, than there is in 
ng that he may lose his left arm, and yet, for years afte& 
ds, retain his rigl:^ one. You perceive, then, that there 
Hhing absurd in saying that a person has a body and a 
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•oul; that he is mortal as it relates to his body, and immoilri 
as it relates to his soul. And why? Because, in asserting 
that he has also a soul, you assert nothing which contradict! 
your previous assertion, that he has a body. He may be sail 
to have both soul and body, without implyiug any contradie* t- 
tion. But is the case the same when you say of our Saviour, i 
that he is absolutely Omniscient; that he possessed an vaoAt c 
rived knowledge of all things, and yet that there were many h 
things which he did not know ; that he was absolutely Om* |i 
nipotent, possessing an underived power to do all things, and 
yet that there were many things which he could not do, and 
that of his ''own self he could do nothing?'' Surely not 
In the latter case, there is an inconsistency — a contradiction 
in terms as absurd, as it would be to say, in the literal usex)f 
words, that light is deplorably dark, or that heat is intensely 
cold. The difficulty in our author's doctrine does not lie in 
the number of natures which he attributes to Jesus ; for, for 
aught we know, a being might be endowed not only with two, 
but with two hundred natures, and yet all of them might form, 
in one and the same person, a union as harmonious as do the 
numerous portions of the human body ; but what we contend 
to be absurd in his system, is, that he attributes to one and the 
same person, attributes so incompatible with each other, that 
it implies a contradiction in terms, to say that they exist together. 
And this difficulty, his attempt at a parallel in the union of 
body and soul in man, goes not one step to remove. In urg- 
ing an objection to the doctrine in question, on the ground of 
its intrinsic absurdity, let me not be so far misunderstood as to 
leave the impression, that lam setting up the dictates of my 
fidlible understanding above the express declarations of the 
Sacred Scriptarea. 
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We maintain, as atrenvously as do our TriDiiarian breihrea, 
that reaaon as we may, upon controTerted points of religioua 
fuih, the Bible forms the only ultimate standard to which wa 
must appeal; and that one unequivocal declaration of Ho^ 
Writ is worth more in deciding what we are to believe, than 
all the uninspired arguments in the Universe. So far as wa 
have studied the Sacred Scriptures, it is true, we have found 
in them nothing that wars against our understandings. We 
have found things above the comprehension of our finite rea- 
aon, but we have noticed nothing in opposition to it The 
GU)speI we regard as the perfection of reason. But if in the 
course of our researches, we should meet with full and express 
teachings in support of views which throw difficulties in the 
way of our understandings, relying as we do with the nuMt 
implicit confidence upon the Divine authority of the Sacred 
Writings, we should certainly feel bound to believe the une- 
quivocal declarations of God, rather than to listen to any 
opposing suggestions of our frail intellects. 

In such a case, we should unhesitatingly say — This, it is 
positively affirmed on the authority of Heaven, is a solema 
truth. In the present imperfect state of our faculties, we are 
not able thoroughly to comprehend its propriety ; but we will 
regard the difficulty that perplexes our understandings, as re. 
salting not from any real inconsistency in what is declared, 
bat from the feebleness of our perceptions, sooner than dare 
ta quefetion the truth of that which, in terms that admit of na 
oiaconstruction, is positively revealed in God's word. la 
xeapect to the doctrine of the ^'^wo natures," we are entirely 
willing to take the same grounds of reasoning. I have in^ 
deed said, that to my mind it appears as involving an absorditjr 
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— but I am willing to admit, that this, of itself, is not a suffi- 
cient reason with me for rejecting it I am ready to allow, 
that what to me is " seeming discord," may be " harmoaj 
not understood," and that the objection which I have urged n p 
the ground of its apparent inconsistency, although, when Ur r 
sociated with the other objections which I have to offer, it is V 
possessed of great force, yet standing alone by itself, wouU V 
avail nothing, were it opposed by the plain and current teach- "^ 
ings of the Bible. 

I would only say, then, in this connexion, that in proponion 
as a doctrine would be likely to embarrass our understandings, 
in that proportion, if it were an important truth of revelation, 
we should naturally expect it to be set forth and insisted upoa 
in terms the least liable to be misunderstood. It is plain that 
a truth clearly in harmony with the common sense of man- 
kind, would not require to be so strongly and repeatedly 
expressed and urged upon us, as one which the most natural 
impulses of our faculties would incline us to view with ex- 
treme hesitation and perplexity. I come, then, to the Bible 
for instruction, as an honest inquirer for Divine truth, without 
one possible motive to wish to be deceived, or to mislead others^ 
and with every possible interest, both as it regards the policy 
of this World, and the happiness of the next, to embrace and 
teach Trinitarian doctrines, if they are true : I come to the 
Sacred Records, without one doubt that they are a revelation 
from Heaven, and a perfect rule of Christian &ith ; I come 
to them, deeply sensible of my extreme fallibility, and prayer* 
fully leaning, as I trust, upon the gracious aid of my Maker— 
and I ask if there is one text in which the doctrine in question 
is directly stated? I find not ope. 
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I object, then, secondly, to the doctrine, " That Jena Christy 
IS Mediator, possesses two natures, the Divine and Human^ 
n mysterious, yet aU harmonious union," that in the Sacred 
ITolume it is no where stated. Neither our author nor any 
rrinitarian writer pretends that such a statement is to be found. 
Not a solitary passage can be adduced, in which it is asserted 
that Jesus is possessed of two natures, the one Divine, the 
other Human. No declaration is recorded, that he said one 
thing of his Human nature, and another of his Divine— that 
he said or did this as a God, and thai as a man. The advo- 
cates of the two-fold nature in Jesus, are obliged to go out of 
the Bible to find expressions in which to clothe their doctrine. 
No language within it will suit their purpose, to give it a 
definite form. And, my candid hearers, is not this an over- 
whelming objection to the doctrine itselj^ that the very terms 
necessary to give it shape are not to be met with in the Bible, 
but that its advocates are compelled to be coutinually framing 
expressions of their own to give it any thing like a distinct 
and conceivable shape? Is it not a most amazing fact, that 
this doctrine, so immensely important, as it is represented to 
be, lying, as our author says, " at the foundation of the whole 
Christian system," and of ^Uhe most precious hopes of the 
believer'' — 1 ask, is it not a most amazing fact, that a doctrine 
80 fundamentally important, and yet so confessedly mysterious, 
in a book so large, and so explicit on many other subjects of 
much inferior moment, as the Bible, should not have been 
even (mce directly stated ? 

What, then, are the grounds on which our faith in this 
" mysterious union," is so imperiously demanded ? Are they 
any thing other than the mere suppositions, the naked aS' 
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mmptions of soch men as Mr. Baker and his brethren; mea 
uninspired, and as liable to err in their opinions as oursehal 
They suppose it to be true; they assume it to be true; thej 
itrfer it to be true; they asurt it to be true ; but they are vat 
fible to bring forward from the Inspired Writings, even <mc 
text which states it. 

Our author rests its whole weight upon a solitary inference^ 
which he esteems as necessarily drawn from certain apparently 
oonflicting affirmations in regard to our Sayiour. Now, we 
deny the propriety of any such inference. 

I object, therefore, thirdly, to the doctrine in question, that 
it is not only a supposition, an assumption, but one which is 
not necessarily implied by any representations in the Sacred 
Volume ; that it is unnecessary for any good and valuable 
purpose ; that it is unnecessary to the harmony of the Scrip- 
tures; that it even renders them vastly more difficult and 
confused ; that it is unnecessary to any part of Christ's me* 
diatorial work ; unnecessary to give merit to his obedience, 
efficac}* to his sufferings, or authority to his teachings. If 
the doctrine is unnecessary to all of these purposes, our author 
is defeated in the only argument which he attempts to press 
into its service ; the only grounds on which it is ever attempted 
to be supported are destroyed, and it must sink from respect, 
** like the baseless &bric of a vision." Let us then take a fiur 
view of the whole train of our author's reasoning on this I 
point. He says, " In this Volume, certain things are affirmed 
of Jesus Christ, which can be affirmed only of the human 
nature; and again, in the same Volume, certain things are 
affirmed of Jesus Christ which can be affirmed only of the 
divine nature." Hence, he concludes, " that Jesus Christ does 
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a haman and dinne nature, in myHarioiiti yet all 
harmoDious union." 

Now, that many things are affirmed of Jesus Christ which 
could not possibly be affirmed of the self-existent God, is cer- 
tain ; ani that many things are affirmed of Him which could 
not be affirmed of a being who was not vastly elevated above 
the ordinary level of humanity, is equally certain ; but that 
any thing in the Sacred Volume is affirmed of Jrsus Christ 
which could not be affirmed of a being inferior to the Father, 
yet "chosen," "appointed," "sanctified," and "sent" by Him, 
remains to be proven. 

It is my purpose to place fairly before you, every text ad- 
duced by our author in proof of the Deity of Jesus; and when 
we shall have passed through a critical survey of them, you 
nay, perhap9, be better able to judge whether the supposition 
of the "two natures" is necessarily implied by the Sacred 
Scriptures, or whether it is at all essential to render them con- 
sistent with themselves. For my own part. I can conceive of 
no such necessity. That there are a few obscure and insula- 
ted texts, which, to a mind thoroughly biassed by all of its 
earliest, and, therefore, most deeply-rooted associations and 
prejudices, in &vor of the Trinity, would seem to give coun- 
tenance to that hypothesis, I am ready to admit. But that 
these texts all admit of a satisfactory interpretation, without 
implying that doctrine, I most firmly believe. That the most 
plain and explicit declarations of Sacred Writ are all in favor 
oY the personal unity and supremacy of the Father, and of 
the consequent subordinacy of the Son, and that the general 
strain of Scripture is wholly inconsistent with the doctrine 
that there is any other Supreme God than the Father, are to 

2 
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me the most manifest truths. In a future division! of thiaji^ 
course, it is my purpose to place before you some pah of thi 
eviJoRce on these points, which to my mind is so entirely 
convincing. For the present, let me remark, that in interpret 
ing a book, the general scope and bearing of the writer's 
expressions should always be kept in view. 

If, for instance, in perusing a work, you should find certain 
views thoroughly inculcated, holding a prominent place, ex- 
pressed in a variety of ways, and repeated in numerous con- 
nexions, and all to the same purpose; if you should find them 
stated in the most unambiguous terms, and insisted on with 
great earnestness, why, you would at once receive these as 
the leading opinions and sentiments which ihe author intended 
to convey; and if in the same work you should chance to 
light upon a few expre^ions of doubtful import, capable io- 
detd of different const rudtions, but which, if construed in one 
way, would be plainly at war with the unambarrasied and 
current teachings of the book, and if construed in another 
way, of which they admitted, would be plainly in harmony 
with, the general tenor of the work, why, of course, you 
would not hesitate in deciding which mode of construing them 
you' ought to pursue. In such a case you would feel that 
you were doing the author great injustice to rejecl an inter- 
pretation which would render his book consistent, and to 
adopt one which woukl involve it in mystery, contradiction 
and jargon. Now we would apply the same priaciplea for 
the interpreting of the Sacred- Volume. What is; plainly 
rational and consistent,^ explicitly stated and often cepeated, 
ought not to be sacrificed to wha'^ is appa«eiitly.absiird,onmore 
doubtfully or rarely expressed. The obscure passages, most 
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UBque^ionably^shoald be interpreted so asto cooform as much 
as possible, to those that are clear aod'explicit; the mcaoing 
of the (ew should bead to that of the maay. These rules of 
interpretation, lam persuaded, our Trinitarian brethren will 
admit to be correct ones; f)r, in many cas-s, ihey are com- 
pelled to make use of them, themselvea^ For instance, they 
belii^voiihat God is a Spirit — devoid of all bodily form. This, 
they hold to be a leading truth of the Bible. When, there- 
fore, ithey meet with passages which, if understood in their 
literal sense, would invest hiin with corporeal members, with 
hands, eyes, nostrils, &c., they do not hesitate to understand 
them in a figurative sense, in such a sense as renders them in 
agreement with the most plain and frequent teachings con- 
cerning him. In like manner, when our Lord declares of 
the bread and wine used at his Supper, '^ this is my body 
aad this is my blood," our orthodox brethren do not infer from 
it the doctrine of Transubstantiation. Though this is a posi- 
tive assertion, they do not understand it to mean that the 
elements of bread and wine used at the Communion, are ac- 
tually converted into the real body that died, and the material 
blood that was shed on the Cross of Mount Calvary. And so 
a great number of citations might be introduced to show the 
necessity of a constant exercise of our discriminating powers 
in giving to the Scriptures, a. rational Bnd consistent interpre* 
tatioo. Having thiis exhibited what, I presume, will be 
allowed on all hands, to be fair rules for arriviog at the sense 
of the Sacred Volume, I proceed to express my conviction, 
that ai considerate and judicious use of these rules will enable 
as to reconcile the various affirmations it contains, in relation 
to our SaTioar,. with the express and leading troths that 
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*' there is one God and one Mediator betwixt God and men^ I l 
the Man Christ Jesus," without the aid of the strange tvfpt 
sition that Jesus was in one nature the Supreme God, and is 
another a finite man. 

Let us now enter into a candid examination of each 8epi< 
rate text to which our author has referred in proof of the 
underived Supreme Divinity of our Lord. His first argu- 
ment is, that the subli nest attributes of Divinity are ascribed 
to Jesus. 1st, Eternity — in proof of which he cites Micah, 
V. 2. " Whose goings forth have been from old — from ever- 
lasting." Now is it possible that Mr. Baker can suppose 
that the Prophet was here speaking of a person whom he 
regarded as the uncreated, self-existent God ? Let him turn 
to the connexion in which this pas^sage stands, and he will 
find that he was alluding to one whom he unqualifiedly calls 
'^this mani* that he says of him, that he 'Ms to be a Ruler 
in Israel f that " the remnant of his brethren shall return 
unto the children of Israel ;" that " he shall stand and feed 
in the strength of the Lord, in the majesty of the name of the 
Lord his God." Can it be supposed that the inspired Prophet 
would speak of a being whom he viewed as in any nature the 
Eternal Jehovah, as a man^ who had brethren^ and who stood 
not in his own underived strength, nor in the majesty of his 
own name, but in the strength of another, and in the majesty 
of the name of the Lord his God % Has the everlasting, 
independent God a Lord^ whom he can call his God, audio 
whose strength and name he can be said to stand % Assur* 
edly, not. How then could it be said of this dependent tnan^ 
that his goings forth have been from old — from everlasting I 
Why, every careful reader of the Bible must be aware, thai 
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irents foreordained in the e? eriasting counsels of God, are 
often spoken of as having actually taken place long before 
their literal accomplishment. Thus, in Rev. xiii. 8, Jesus is 
called '' a lamb slain before the foundation of the World." 
No\T, our author will not contend that Jesus was actually 
slain before he was born; but he might do this, it appears to 
me, with as mjch propriety as to urge that the man spoken 
of by the Prophet actually went forth before he was created 
a man? How then was Jesus said to be '* a lamb slain before 
the foundation of the World ?" Why, the event of his death 
was predetermined in the eternal counsels of Heaven ; and 
thus, in the sure purposes of God, with whom the future and 
the past "are one eternal now,*' he was regarded as "a lamb 
slain before the foundation of the World.'* In precisely the 
same sense, it might be said, by Micah, that his " goings forth 
have been from old — from everlasting." They existed in the 
tver lasting purposes of God, and from old had been an- 
aouQced by the ancient Prophets. Thus Peter says of Christ, 
1 Pet. i. 20: " Who verily was foreordained before the foun- 
dation of the World, but was maniftst in these last times." 
Our author, then, has not satisfied us of theeternity of Jesus. 
The next attribute which he ascribes to him, is Immutability ; 
in proof of which he cites Heb. xiii. 8. ** Jesus Christ, the 
same yesterday, to-day, and forever." This text expresses the 
constancy of Jesis. We are all ready to admit that he is in- 
flexible in his goodness, and unwavering in the fulfilment of 
all the duties which devolve upon the high office with which 
he is invested, and that he will exist forever the faithful ser- 
vant of God, and the immutable friend of man. O^her men, 

however piju<, are inconstant in the ardor of their love to 
2* 
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their Heavenly Father, in their resignation to his will, and 
in their obedience to his commands; but the piety of Jesusit 
forever the same, glowing with a fervor that no vicissitudei 
•are able to cool. Other good men have their faults — Jem 
is unchangeably sinless. Other kind, zealous and wise men |i 
sometimes suffer their benevolence to relax, their zeal to faint 
iand their understandings to be betrayed into weakness and 
folly. Jesus exhibited a spirit of beneficence, which no mar 
levolence from others had power to chill — a zeal, which no 
di^Giculties or toils could tire, and a wisdom always bright 
with the illuminations of truth. As the dutiful son of God, 
as the purest pattern of virtue, and as the unfailing friend and 
Saviour of our race, Jesus Christ is unchangeably the same, 
yesterday, to-day, and forever — and in this respect, be is a 
ray of the Father's brightness, and the express image of Hi$ 
perfections, " who is without variableness, or even the shadow 
of turning.'* 

All this we rejoice to believe. But to say of a person 
whose life was full of vicissitude, whom we now find a wail- 
ing infant, of whom it is said, that he grew in favor both with 
God and man, whom we now find hungering and thirsting, 
now sorrowing and weeping, now tempted of an Evil Spirit, 
now praying to his God, now bleeding and dying, and finally 
surrendering up bis mediatorial kingdom to God, even the 
Father^— to say of such a person, that he is the Immutable 
God, is what we feel that neither the history of his life, nor 
any declaration of Scripture, can possibly be produced to 
justify. 

We pass on to a third attribute. Omnipresence — in proof of 
which, our author cites the following declaration of our Lord, 
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bere two or three are gathered together in my name, 
3 am I in the midst of them." Mr. Baker then triumph* 
f asks, "Can he be, if he be not Omnipresent?" But 
it be possible that he is in earnest in this demand? Can 
onceive of no sense in which a person at a distance may 
lid to be present with his friends? Does he think that 
Apostle Paul claimed the attribute of omnipresence, when 
onally separated from his Corinthian brethren, he writes 
em, " For I, verily as absent in body, but present in spirit, 
$ judged already as ihouji^h 1 were present ?" And does 
lot believe, that even the Arch Fiend is endued with a 
.city to be present with his numerous servants, scaUered 
ley are over the whole face of the Globe? Must not 
being, according to orthodox views, be constantly present, 
fering instigations to evil, with persons in Asia, Africa, 
ope and America? And if they believe that this Spirit 
W\\ is entrusted with so vast and fearful a capacity, can 
not conceive that Jesus Christ, though not the Omnipre- 
God, may nevertheless be invested by his Father with a 
er to be spiritually present with his humble followers, 
rever they are assembled in his name ? For our part, we 
ess, that we see no difficulty whatever in the case. In 
promise of our Saviour, we discover not the shadow ofa 
»f to give countenance to the doctrine that he is absolutely 
lipresent; but we rejoice to be assured, that our blessed 
ter. though absent from us in body, is yet present in spirit 
I every one of his sincere disciples. His example is ever 
re them as the most splendid pattern of the height of ex- 
jnce^to which our nature may and ought to attain. His 
isels, his exhortations, bis warnings, and his promises, are 
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in their ears, whenever they hear his Gospel, and in thd? 
hearts, whenever they receive his truth in*the love of it, aod 
in their lives, whenever they conduct themselves in conformity 
to his commands. Thus, Jesus, in the energy of his tru^h, 
and in all the benign influences which are connected withhii 
mission, is spiritually present, and ^'tothe end of the workP 
will be present, with all who believe in him as their Lord, 
receive him as their Teacher and Guide, and gather themselves 
together, though in the smallest associations, to worship the 
Father, in his name. In all this, we find nothing to perplex 
our understandings, or to embarrass the current testimony of 
Scripture. But when we read of Jesus, in language evi- 
dently used in its most literal sense, that " he went about," 
that he came down from, ai.d returned to his Father, that he 
was sent^ that he ascended and descended^ that God raised him 
from the dead, and many other things of like bearing, we 
cannot, for one moment, suppose that he was that Infinite 
Jehovah who eternally fills all space with his presence. 

The last attribute which our author ascribes to Jesus is 
Omniscience. In proof, he quotes Col. ii. 3: In Him "are 
hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge." But why, 
when he quoted this passage, did he fail to give even the 
slightest intimation of the frequent necessity, which, in the 
Sacred Scriptures, as well as in other writings, and in ordi- 
nary conversation, is imposed upon us, of restraining the 
sense of such general and indefinite expressions? Did he 
not recollect that Paul in Romans xv. 14, wrote to his brethren 
that he was persuaded they were filled with all knowledge, 
and to his Corinthian brethren, 1 Cor. i. 4, 5, that God by 
Jesus Christ had enriched them in all knowledge ? And 
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would he thence infer that the Apostle intended to^epresent 
that these persons were Omniscient Gods ? Surely not. No 
more do we infer from a like expression that our Divine 
Master was the Omniscient Jehovah, especially since he has 
disclaimed the possession of such an attribute in the most 
unequivocal terms. He says, " Of that day and that hour 
knoweth no man, no, not the Angels which are in Heaven, 
neither the Son, but the Father." Now, it must be plain, 
that, if there is any event which the Son does not know, be 
cannot be the Omniscient God. Much other testimony of 
his own uttering might be adduced to the same purpose; but 
we hasten to notice the following declaration of our author: 
''The fact, that Jesus Christ is the final Judge, might set the 
matter of his Omniscience at rest forever." " All" he pro- 
ceeds to say, "must stand before the Judgment Seat of Christ." 
" Now, that he may pronounce a righteous sentence, be roust, 
of course, be acquainted with every individual in that vast 
assembly, with every thought, word and action of every indi- 
yidual. Nay, he must know, most perfectly, all the light 
which they enjoyed, all the privileges which they possessed, 
and all the motives which influenced their conduct ; in short, 
he must be Omniscient." 

Now, what Jesus '' must be" in order to the fulfilment of the 
several offices with which the Father has clothed him, we 
choose to submit to his own unqualified declarations, rather, 
than to the assertion of Mr. Baker. Much as we may respect 
bis abilities, we hope we shall give no ofifence by taking the 
liberty to regard him as less competent to decide on this point 
than our blessed Lord. We have already shewn, that there 
were tbiQgs of which he professed him9elf utterly igqorant; 
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that there was a day arid an hourof which hekoew nothing; 
and we proceed -to show, that in the office oModge-, he utterly 
disclaims a«y inhrrerU qualifications in himself, or anjr uni^ 
rived authority for the execution of- thatshi^h trust He«tji 
expressly, ^ 1 can of mine own self do" nothing ; as I heaf^ 
I jud^eV He says, moreover, John V. 22i *-forrthe F4ihef 
hath cbmmitted M judgment unto the -Son;" again,' "airi 
hath jgivenihun authority to execute judgdieot also, because 
he is the.Son. of man *' In like manner, an inspired Apoatb 
declaws, "it was he which was ordained o('Gcd to be the 
judge of' the quick and dead V Acts x. 42. 
: In view of this plain testimony, let me seriously ask, how is 
it possible to suppose that Jesus claimed to be the Omniscient 
God ? Could th» Eternal Jehovah affirm, " Of mine own self 
I can do nothing ; ail hear, I judge ?" 

If Jesus were God, must he not have possessed from all 
eternity an underived knowledge of all events, and an unde* 
rived authority and power ? How then could it be truly said, 
in respect of him, that the Father hath committed all judg- 
ment unto the Son, and that he " hath given him authority," 
and that '\he was ordained of God to be the Judge?'' How 
could the Sou, if he were really ttie Supreme God, possessing 
ail authority j. judgment, dominion and power, absolut^y and 
independently from all eternity, have judgment committed to 
him', authority given to him, and be ordained of God ? Is it 
not plain that Jesus derived all his qualifications -for the office 
of Judge frord the Father, not because he was the OmniseieiU 
God, but'beeailse he was the Son of man, needing to be quali- 
fied,, by ithen Omniscient God, to . execute . judgment 7 And 
tionr ^ore Mr. Baker,..or any other fallible man, taice it upon 
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himself lo j^pestioii* tbe power df Almighty Qod,- to invest a 
being inferior t6 himself with every capacity necessary to ren- 
der him equal .to any office wl\ich he mc^y please to assign 
bkn ? He speaks, indeed, as. if there would b^ great danger 
q£ an .unjust sentence, if th(^ Judge ^ere^nof himself the Om- 
i^i^i^nt pod. ; But wl\at reason has he to suppose that the 
tnfiniiQ Spirit may not he so present in every case with the 
appointed agent of judgment, as to secure a^ just and infallible 
a decision as the Almighty himself, without the instrument- 
ality ol this agent, could possibly give? It manifestly seems 
to be the Creator's plan, to carry on the general administration 
pf h.i§ yniverse by appointed ministers of his will. He uni- 
formly app^rs \o act through the agency of second causes; 
and all these causes, whether spiritual or material, are ever 
Ibifnd; gdeqv^te to the several purposes to which he has 
ordained them. Why, then, should it seem incredible to us, 
that in harmony with this his general plan, he should elect, 
raise up, sanctify and send forth, oqe minister of his will, 
higher in dignity, vastly more elevated in intelligence, and 
more exalted in power than all other created beirigs^ than all 
the Newtons of earth, and even than the most magi)ificent 
Arch-Aqgels in Heaven — that to him all power in Heaven 
and in earth, necessary to the fulfilment of every duty assigned 
him, should be giveyi, that it should " please the Father that 
in him all fullness should dwell," and that through him im- 
partial justice phould be rendered to the whole family of man? 
I ask, what is there incredible in all this? Such are pre- 
cisely our views of the nature, dignity and glory .of Jesus 
Christ; and we do not see any thing in them tp.shock our 
reason^ or to shed obscurity and confusion upon revelation] 



24 OBJECTIONS To TttE DOCTRINfi 



II 



but we do see in them every thiog to comport with what we 
can discover in the general system of the Divine arraoge" t^ 
ments and government ; and every thing to harmonize witk f 
the express and most common teachings of Holy Writ; and 
every thing to fill us with awe and admiration and love, in 
view of the wisdom, and harmony and grandeur that are 
exhibited in the great scheme of Gospel Salvation, and thit 
pervade ihe entire Universe of God. 

We have now passed through the entire evidence which on? 
author has attempted to bring forward in proof of the Sitpremt 
Divinity of Jesns ffom the attributes ascribed to him, and if - 
we know any thing of Scripture or common sense, never hate 
we found on the part of a writer, a more complete failure in 
respect to every position he has taken. 

We come next to his second species of proof, which is that 
theSuBLiMEST Works of Divinity are ascribed to Christ. 

These works, as laid down by him, are the four following! - 
Creation^ Preservation, Resurrection and Judgment; in 
respect to each of which, he inquires if it is not the work of 
God ; and then jQ^oes on to show that Christ was actually em* 
ployed in it. That these are all works of God, we admit, 
and that Christ is represented as being employed in each of 
them, we also admit. But the question to be decided is, is be 
employed in them as the Supreme God, doing these works 
** of his own self" in the exercise of his aion underived 
power, or, is he employed in them as an agent "appointed" 
by the Supreme God, and acting in virtue of delegated au- 
thority and power? 

Solomon is said to have built the Temple ; the workmen i 
whom he employed also built the Temple. The building of 
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the Temple then was the work of Solomon, and the building 
of the same Temple was also the work of the artificers whom 
be employed, but we do not thence infer that these artificers 
were King Solomon. So, although the several works spoken 
of by our author are the works of God, and although Christ 
18 employed in the same works, yet if it can be shown that 
he was employed in them as an inferior agent, by virtue of a 
commission granted him, and in the exercise of power given 
to him, it will not follow that Christ was Qod. Now let us 
submit this matter to the most unequivocal and frequent afiirm- 
ations of the written Word. It may be proper to remark 
that in regard to those passages which represent Christ as 
being engaged in the works of Creation and Preservation, it 
is the opinion of many distinguished Theologians, that they 
refer to the new Spiritual Creation which was to be formed 
and perpetuated through the influences of the religion which 
he established ; and not to the formation and upholding of 
the world of matter. They contend, that " by him were all 
things created " and '' by him all things consist" which relate 
to his Mediatorial Kingdom merely; he being ''Head over 
all things to the Church." 

But, whether they are correct or not in these opinions, does 
not in the least affect the decision of the question now before 
us. It matters not whether our Lord is engaged in the works 
4>{ creating and upholding the material, or merely the moral 
world. The only point which in this connexion demands our 
attention, is, does he create and uphold as the Eternal God, or 
only as a qualified instrument of the Divine Power? In re- 
ference to this, hear his own express declarations : '^ I can of 
mine own self do nothing." John v. 30. And again, John 
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t. 19, 20, <«TlM Soiean do tiMbiogr of kkDielf bol wKntlM [^ 
Meib the Father do." *'The Ftther lovetk the Son, tot 
•heweth hkn all things that himself doeth." And agmio, Johi 
% 26, 27, ''The Father ka$h gwentotht Sob aaAeritj." 
Again, Mat zxviii. 18, ''All power is gweM unto bmi** 
Such is the explicit tesdmony of Jesus himsel£ Moek mam 
ef a like character might be added; but more is doc nesdd; 
Comment upoB these texts seems to be superflooud Th^ 
most obTiously show, that whatever Christ perfoms, is in cor 
sequence not of his own underived power, but by authority 
and power delegated to him as the highest Agent of tbi 
Deity. So, in regard to the Resurrection — Gkxl is the sourei 
whence the power of raising the dead emanates ; and JesiB 
the appointed instrnment by whom this power is put in exe^ 
cise. l^hus it is written, " As the Father hath life in himself" 
or the power of communicating life, " so hath he given to the 
Son to have life in himself," or the power of communicating 
life. John v. 26. In agreement with this is John tL 57, 
" As the living Father hath sent me, and Hive by the Father; 
so he that eateth me " or lives spiritually upon my precepts^ 
upon " the words that I speak" — " even he shall live by me," ^ 
And so in regard to the work of Judgment — God is the ori- 
ginal source whence all judgment is derived — Christ is the 
" chosen" instrument through whom it is executed. Thus 
Paul says. Acts xvii. 31, "Grod will judge the worM in 
righteousness, by that ma/n whom he hath ordained." And 
again, Romans ii. 16, " In the day when God shall judge the 
secrets of men by Jesus Christ." 

Such is our explanation of the Sublime Works attributed 
to Jesus. 
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Oar sttthor'g thinl zrgiimeoi is, that "the SuBLiMstr 
li^HOBM of Divinity are given to Chriit'' He says, "Hear 
die iymg addreas of the martyred Stephen." " Lord Jeaus^ 
raoeive mj apirit" la this case a special oiiracle was per* 
fermed, for the encouragement of this first Christian martyr. 
& 18 recorded, that " he looked up steadfiistly into Heaven, 
and saw Jesus," not as the Supreme God, but " standing on 
the rigbt hand of God." With such a view presented to 
him, it was the most nstural thing in the World that he should 
command his departing spirit to that blessed Saviour, whom 
ho knew to be the appointed " way" of salvation ; " the way, 
the truth and the life." Knowing, as he did know, that '^ no 
man can come to. the Father but by him," and recognizing 
lum as a fiiithful intercessor for sinners, ^^ at the right hand of 
Qod," nothing could be more prudent and appropriate than 
this dying request of the sufifering martyr. But if the offer- 
ing this petition were really an act of worshipping Jesus as 
the Supreme God, then we may be suppoeed to pay supreme 
adoration to every one of our friends of whom we ask a fa von 
Stephen, in this act, did no more than every Unitarian Chris- 
tian might think it proper to do under like circumstances. 
But it is one thing to offer a petition to Jesus, as one ^ standing 
(Ml the right hand of God;" as the appointed medium of 
acceptance with the Father ] and it is quite another thing to 
adore him as the Supreme Divinity. 

Our author next adduces the form of Baptism. "Bapti- 
zing; them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost." 

Here, it is true, the name of the Son is associated with that 
>f the Father. Hence, the Deity of the Son is inferred, a^ 
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well as from a very common supposition that baptism is an 
act of devotion which implies that the person in whose ram 
it is performed must be God. But the circumstance that thi I 
name of the Son is connected in a sentence with that of the 
Father, no more proves that the Son is really God, than the 
fiict that the ancient Israelites were commanded to " belieie 
the Lord God" and " his Prophets/' proves that these Proph- 
ets were worthy of the same adoration with God. Nordoei 
the circumstance of being baptized in the name of a person^ 
prove that person to be God. The ancient ceremony of bap- 
tism in the i&me of a person, was only a rite implying the 
acknowledgment of that person as an instructor or guide, 
sometimes, also, implying connection with a sect or party. 
Accordingly, we are informed, that the Samaritans baptized f 
their proselytes in the name of Mount Gerisim, to distinguish 
their Sect who worshipped in the Temple on that mouBt, 
from the Jews who worshipped on Mount Zion. But who 
woi]ld thence infer that these Samaritans regarded this moun- 
tain as the Supreme God ? Paul informs us, also, that the 
ancient Israelites ^ were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud, 
and in the sea," but he did not thence infer that Moses was 
God. All that we understand, then, as being implied in the 
formula of baptism, is a solemn dedication of the person 
receiving the rite, in the name of the Father, as the supreme 
object of adoration and love ; in the name of the Son, as that 
" Teacher come from God," " sanctified," and " sent," in ac- 
cordance with whose religious instructions he pledges himself 
to worship and, live; and in the name of the Holy Spirit, in 
token of those purifying spiritual influences which are shed 
forth upon the hearts of all true Christian believers, and of 
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whose cleansing virtue, indeed, water baptism is an expres- 
live figure. We see nothing then in this text to prove that 
Fesus is the Supreme God. The next passage cited, is 
^Worthy is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power, and 
riches, and honor, and glory, and blessing.'' 

But, what bearing has this text in favor of our author's 
loctrine ? It does not say, " Worthy is the Eternal God 
hat was slain^ to receive," &c. In every ascription of praise 
vhich is given to Jesus as "the Lamb that wa$ slain^^ we 
re as ready cordially to unite as is Mr. Baker, or any of his 
Tethren. 

We cannot, it is true, admit that the Infinite God was ever 
lain^ or that he could be called "the First Begotten from the 
lead," or be said to be exalted^ and to have a name given him 
»y another. But, whilst we cannot admit this, we neverthe- 
Bss believe of Jesus, that "God hath \i\g\i\y exalted him, and 
liven him a name which is above every name" — and we re- 
oice in rendering to him, as " the Faithful Witness, and the 
First Begotten of the dead, and the Prince of the Kings of 
he Earth," ascriptions " of power, and riches, and honor, and 
g[lory, and blessing." 

Our author goes on to state, that " no good man nor good 
A.ngel ever consented to receive Divine honors ;" but that 
^* the Lord Jesus appeared to John in the Isle of Patmos. 
A.nd John fell down at his feet." He then asks, " Did the 
Lord Jesus give any charge against worshipping him? How 
different 1 he laid his right hand upon him, saying, ' Fear 
not, I am the first and the last; I am he that liveth and was 
dead, and behold I am alive forever more. Amen. And 
have the keys of hell and of death 1" Now, it is evidently 
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Mr. Baker's object la give the impteflsioD, that John fiU M^ 
to wofshvp JesQS as the Supreme Ood, abd that Jesos eileoi# 
aged him in so dxiixkq, *' How different" is the betffing' of iB 
this representation, from theet of the simple fects as thejr ittf 
recorded in the first chapter of Revektioiis, ftom which Air 
passage is quoted 1 By turning to it, you will find tbdt a 
remarkable rision appeared to John, of "oite like onto M 
Son of man f and, it seems, thretr him into such aroazemett 
and agitation, that he was unable longer to stand erect, but fSt 
down as dead before the astonishing figure. Hear his o#ii 
words, 17th verse: "And when I saw him, I fell at his felt 
as dead." 

The person appearing to him, l^id his right hand Qp0ft 
him, exhorting him not to be afraid. " Fear not ; I am tM 
first and the last," (i. e. of the Mediatorial Kingdom, or,a8tb 
Apostle has it, the " Author and Finisher of our Faith,") *I 
am he that liveth and was dead, &c. You perceive that the^ 
is not the slightest intimation in all this, that John attetnpt^ 
to worship Jesus ; but merely that, in his fit of sudden ama^ 
ment, be fell at his feet as dead ; instead of being in a ptop^ 
state to render him Divine homage. 

Now, I challenge contradiction, when I affirm, that hot I 
even a solitary command can be found in the NewTestam^ | 
to worship Jesus as the Supreme God, and that not t sitigle it- ' 
stance can be pointed out, where any of the Apostles or theilr | 
converts so worshipped him : but, it seems to me, that there 
is almost every thing in the whole history of primitive Chrh* 
tidhity to discountenance the supposition, that Jesus evtlt 
claimed to be, or that he was regarded, by his follot^ers, tA 
that Eteriaal Being to whom supreme worship is due. Mr. 
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Baker will not deny, that tbe wocd svorship) m used among 
he Jewa^ signified not solely the reverence and adoration 
vhich baloog to Qod alone, but also that respect which was 
requently offered to men. Several examples might be ad* 
Uwed from the Sacred Writings^ which show that the word 
ft^ctt 80 employed. Thus, on a certain occasion, a whole cos- 
pregaHion worshipped King David. 1 Chron. xxix. 20: 
'* And all the congregation blessed the Lord Qod of theii 
Eoftkera^ and bowed down and toBrshifped tbe Lordj and the 
King" In this act, they paid religioutS worship to the Lord, 
and cn?i^ homage to '4he Lord's Anointed,'' the King. 

S^ " the King Nebuchadnezzar fell upon his face^ and 

worskipped Daniel, and commanded that they should ofier 

m oblation, and sweet odors unto him." Dan. ii. 46. In 

^1 this, Nebuchadnezzar did nothing more than to pay to the 

Prophet a signal mark of civil respect, authorized by customs, 

which have prevailed from time immemorial in the Eastern 

World. In accordance with the same customs, the wise men 

from the East, "/eZZ daton and worshipped" the Babe of 

Bethlehem, and " presented unto him gifts." 

But who can dream that these Eastern Sages regarded 
Uiat Infant as the Eternal God 1 They offered no greater 
respect to him, than Nebuchadnezzar offered to Daniel. It 
If well known to have been perfectly common in that portion 
of the World where the Scriptures were written, to express 
reverence or respect for superiors, or h^ne&ctors, by falling 
down on the face and worshipping them ; not in religious 
homage, but in civil obeisance. The same custom is not 
even yet abolished. But this act of falling down and wor- 
shipping, or doing reverence to, a man, had nothing more to 
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do with the ackDowledgin^ of that man to be the Supreme 
Grod, than our custom of lifting our hats in the street and 
bowing to an acquaintance has to do with our worshipping 
him as the Infinite Jehovah. 

Our Lord himself always prayed to the Father alone. 
He uniformly directed his followers to " pray to the Father^ 
to say, when they pray, " Our Father ; and to " worship the 
Father^ He no where enjoins it upon them to worship 
God in more persons than one. He no where directs wor- 
ship to be paid to the Son^ but explicitly declares that ''the 
true worshippers shall worship the Father." He says, "in 
that day, ye shall ask me nothing. Verily, verily, whatso- 
ever ye shall ask the Father, in my name, he will give it 
you." All this decisively proves to our view, that our 
Author has completely failed in this his third argument. 
" But " he says, " this is not all ; to crown the whole, Fourth- 
ly, The SuBLiMEST Names of Divinity are given to him." 

He goes on to say, " Thus the everlasting Father, address- 
ing the Son, says, ' Thy Throne, O God, is forever J" Heb. 
i. 8. Now, strong as this language, at first view, standing 
alone by itself, appears to be in our author's favor — yet, 
when attentively examined with the whole connexion in 
which it is placed, I profess not to know of a single pasfiige a 
in the Bible, which can be made to appear more utterly sub- ' 
versive of his doctrine than this same text. There are two | 
distinct senses in which the word God is used in the Scrip- 
tures: In the highest or supreme sense, as when applied to 
the self-existent Father — and in an inferior sense, as when 
applied to created beings. This we shall presently have 
occasion satisfactorily to show. But, our author understands 
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the word to be employed, in this text, in its highest and an- 
qualified sense. He professes to believe that the Everlasting 
Father addresses the Son as the Supreme Qod. Now, keeping 
this interpretation constantly in view, begin at the commence- 
ment of the chapter, and read as follows : ^ God, who at sundry 
times and in divers manners, spake in time past unto the Fa- 
thers by the Prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us 
by HIS Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by 
whom also he made the Worlds." What! the "one only 
true" Supreme God hath spoken unto us by his Son, who is 
tbie " one only true" Supreme God? What! the Supreme God 
hath appointed the Supr^e God heir of all things ? Could 
any person be the self-existent God, unless he held from all 
eternity an underived possession of all things? And could 
the self-existent God, holding from all eternity an underived 
possession of all things, be appointed heir of all things? 
fiut, " by whom also he made the Worlds." Could it be 
said of the Omnipotent God, that he made the Worlds by the 
Omnipotent God ? But read on — " Who (the Son) being 
the brightness of his (God's) glory, and the express image of 
his person." 

What! the One Supreme God being the brightness of the 
One Supreme God's glory, and the express image of the One 
Supreme God's person, — being the brightness of his own glo- 
ry, and the express image of himself? — Read again, " Sat 
down on the right hand of the Majesty on high." What 1 
the only Supreme Majesty on High, "sat down on the right 
hand of the only Supreme Majesty on High, — on his own 
right hand ?" Read on, " Being made so much better than 
the Angels, as be hath by inheritance obtained a more excel- 
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leot name than they." Can it then, be said of a peison who ii 
from all eternity the same self-exiatent God, that be was modi 
go much better than the Angels as he hath by irtheriUm 
obtained a more excellent name than they? Could he whs 
from all etetnity possesses every conceiyabie perfection, aai 
all possible glory and dominion and power, be said to hava 
byf»Aeritonce obtained a more excellent name than waspoi* 
sessed by beings whom he had created ? 

^^ And again, when he bringeth in the First Begotten iato 
the World ;" Can it be said of the Uncreated God, that be 
was begotten, and brought by another, into the World) | 
Now read the verse immediately following the text, " Thoa 
hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity, therefore, God, - 
even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness, ' 
above thy fellows." My dear bearers, let me seriously ask, 
how is it possible for a man who is shocked at the accusation 
of holding to a plurality of Gods, — who professes to believs 
in only One Supreme God, and who would esteem it tho 
grossest idolatry to acknowledge or worship more Gods tbso 
one,-*how is it possible for any man avowing such a faitk 
to believe, that Jesus Christ is the Supreme God, and yet that 
he was anointed by the Supreme God above his fellotos, I e. 
equals, and this, as a reward for his having " loved righteous- 
ness and hated iniquity?" 

Mr. Baker, we are ready to admit, is a very ingenious 
reasoner. Few men can do better on the wrong side than I 
he. But with all his ingenuity, how is he to extricate him* 
self from these difficulties in which his system involves himt 
I cannot see how. Even his favorite supposition of the " two 
natures," if we should allow him the application of it, will, 
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B8 it seems to me, go scarcely a step to help him out Lsl 
Mm take, for instance, the declaration in the second Terse: 
" Whom" (i. a tlie Son,) '' he" (i. e. God,) « kaih appoinied 
Beir of all things, bf whom abo he made the Worlds." I 
woald ask, in which nature, the Human or the Divine, was 
lie appointed Heir of all things ; and in which nature is it 
true that God by him made the Worlds t He will not sure- 
ly contend, that Christ was engaged in the work of Creation 
m his Human nature, for the Worlds were made before he 
had a Human nature : and moreover, he has already con- 
tended for the Supreme Divinity of Jesus, on the ground, that 
he was engaged in the work of Creation. He must then 
admit that these expressions are tme only of his Divihe na- 
tore. But in bis Divine nature, be contends, that Jesus is the 
Self-existent Supreme God. It then follows, that the passage 
teaches, that God hath appointed the Supreme God heir of 
all things, and by the Supreme God, made the Worlds. 
What can be more absurd than this reading? So, in the 
third verse: "Who" (i. e. Christ,) ** being the brightness of 
W (God's) glory, and the express image of his" (God's) 
* person." Mr. Baker expressly contends, (on page 5,) that 
all this relates to his Divine nature. It is then as the Supreme 
Grod, that Jesus is the brightness of the Supreme God's glory, 
ind the express image of the Supreme God's person. The 
sense^ of the passage then, is, that the Supreme God is the 
brightness of his own glory, and the express image (i. e. the 
Kxact likeness,) of himself 

Thus, I might enumerate a multitude of instances in which 
even the supposition of the " two natures" utterly fails to re- 
concile, on Trinitarian principles, the Scriptures either with 
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common sense, or with themselves. We see in what self- 
contradiction and utter absurdity, our author's interpretation 
of the passage under examination, involves the whole mass of 
surrounding Scripture. You will ask, how, then, is it to be 
construed ? Why, if you insist upon retaining the present 
Translation, to which, so far as it relates to the decision of 
the main question before us, I am. not at all anxious to object, 
I would take the word, God, to be used in its inferior sense. 
No mistake would be greater than to suppose that this 
word, in the Sacred Scriptures, is applied solely, to signify 
the Supreme Creator. In numerous instances, it is a title , 
given to men, to signify a Divine Commission with which . 
they were invested. Thus, in Ex. vii. 1 : " And the Lord ^ 
said unto Moses, see, I have made thee a god to Pharaoh," . 
meaning, that He had clothed Moses with a Divine Commis- _ 
sion to the Egyptian King. So one of the commands given . 
to the Israelites is, Ex. xxii. 28 : '* Thou shall not revile the ^ 
gods" meaning, the Magistrates. Our Saviour in an ad- 
dress to the Jews refers to this same custom of giving the title l_ 
. of god to those ancient Prophets, who were commissioned by 
the Supreme Being to receive and deliver messages from 
Him. Thus, in John x. 34, 35, it is recorded, ** Jesus an- 
swered them, Is it not written in your law, I said, ye are 
gods ? If he called them gods unto whom the Word of God 
came, and the Scripture cannot be broken," &c. Now in 
this inferior sense, as a being '^ sanctified," and "sent/' to be 
the highest messenger of the Divine Will, the most exalted 
agent of his power, and the most perfect image of his perfec- 
tions, our Blessed Lord may very properly be styled God. 
If Moses, and the Jewish Magistrates, and others " to whom . 
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(h^ Word of God came," were called gods^ it is certainly no 
less proper to give the title of god to Jesus, who was a vastly 
snblimer herald than either of them. 

With perfect propriety, then, upon this interpretation, 
might the Supreme Being address him whom he had " ap- 
pointed," and vested with power to act as the mightiest agent 
of his purposes in creating, and upholding, and judging the 
Universe — him who, together with all the purified subjects 
of his mediatorial Kingdom, shall outlive, in unfading glory, 
the wreck of all matter, and the ravages of all time — him to 
whom all other heralds of the Divine will must bow in ac- 
knowledgment of his superiority, and in reverence of the 
moral dignity and grandeur with which he is clothed — 1 say, 
with perfect propriety might the Eternal be supposed to ad- 
dress a being whom he had thus constituted and endowed, in 
this exalted language, " Thy Throne, O God, is forever and 
ever." 

The text, then, as it now reads in our English Testaments, 
does not in the least conflict with our views of the nature of 
Christ ; so that on this score, I have no occasion to fault the 
translation. Still, I know full well, that a rendering, which 
would not require so much explanation, may with the most 
entire correctness be given. Those of you, my hearers, who 
are acquainted with the Greek language, if you will turn to 
the passage in your Greek Testaments, will find that the 
word God may as well be supposed to be in the nominative 
as the vocative case ; and if so, the translation may be, " God 
is thy Throne forever." This, I have no manner of doubt, is 
the true rendering. In which case, the text contains only a 
figurative expression of the Divine origin, and of the stability 
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and perpetuity of the Messiah's power. David, in a like figfrtii 
rative sense, calb God his Rock, his Fortress, his Higk 
Tower, &c. 

We pass on to an examination of Isaiah ix. 6 — " Unto ai 
a Child is born, unto us a Son is given, and his name shall 
be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the mighty Grod, the £vei>|sC 
lasting Father, the Prince of Peace." You. will obsem, e 
that it was a Child and a Son to whom these lofty titles wen V 
to be given — names which imply that he roust have bada L 
Father. You perceive, then, that it would be a contradictioii ^ 
in terms to say that this Child was the Uncreated Al* [g 
MIGHTY God, or that this Son was the Everlasting Fa- 
ther of the Universe. Nothing could possibly be more ab- 
surd ; but the text does not declare this — It does not assert 
that this Child and Son was the Mighty God and Everlasting 
Father, but merely, that his name should be so called. 

The question then comes up, as this is a Jewish prediction, 
would the customs of speaking and writing among the Jewi^ 
justify one of them in saying, that a created finite being 
should be called the Mighty God and Everlasting Father f 
We reply, that they certainly would. It is well known that 
the Jews were in the habit of giving to their of&pring, as an 
intimation of th e parentis circumstances, or of their feelings, 
wishes or expectations in regard to them, the roost high- 
sounding, and very often the holiest epithets. For instance, 
the distinguished individual who was called Joshua, was re- 
ally called Jehovah the Saviour, for this is the English 
of the name Joshua. So the Prophet who bore the name of 
Elijah, was called God the Lord, for this is the English of 
Elijah. So the person who bore the name of Lemuel, was 
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called God with them, for this is the translation of the He- 
brew name Lemuel. In like manner, Jesus was actually eal' 
led God with us, for this is the meaning of Immanuel ; 
and a most appropriate name it was, since, through hiro, the 
presence of Grod was made peculiarly manifest among men. 
So, the CkUd spoken of by Isaiah, in consequence of the con- 
spicuous position he was to occupy in the World, might, in 
perfect accordance with the commonest customs of the Jews, 
receive Hebrew epithets which signify Mighty God and 
Everlasting Father. He might be called the Mighty 
God and Everlasting Father, whilst he was as really a 
created, finite and dependent child, as ever was Joshua, or 
Elijah, or Lemuel. 

You perceive, then, that the text as it now stands in our 
English Bibles, does not prove the Child spoken of by [saiah 
to be really the uncreated Almighty God. 

But it is, perhaps, a truth worthy of notice, that the learned 
Jews, who ought to be supposed to understand as well as 
others the original language of their Sacred Books, translate 
the latter part of the passage thus : " The Mighty God shall 
call him a Wonderful Mediator, Father of his times, and the 
Prince of Peace." The correctness of this rendering is ac- 
knowledged by very many of the best Hebrew Scholars in 
Christendom ; and no one can show that it is inconsistent 
with the original Hebrew text. 

Oar author represents that Jesus is called the True God, 
After what we have just seen in regard to the application of 
the title, God, to created and commissioned Heralds of the Di- 
vine Will, it might not, perhaps, be deemed necessary for the 
support of my views, to deny that the Messiah, by way of 
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emineDce above all other ^* gods to whom the word of Qod 
came," was styled the True Qod ; for it is not pretended tjut 
the title of the " Only True. God" which h« gave to the ¥%>; 
ther, is in any instance applied by an Inspired Writer to h^ 
sus. But though it may not be absolutely necessary to tin [:: 
cause I am advocating, yet 1 conceive it to be important K 
the right interpretation of Scripture, to deny that it ever styki 
him the " True Qod." Our author quotes the last clause q{ 

1 John V. 20: "This is the True Qod, and eternal lik" L 
Now, the question arises, to whom does the relative thu re* \^ 
fer ? Mr. Baker seems to take it for granted that it refers to 
Jesus Christ. But this is by no means admitted. He would 
probably say, that in the usual and correct use of language, 
the pronoun this refers to the nearest antecedent, which, io the 
case before us, is Jesus Christ. But, let him apply this m? 
soning to another passage of the same unleUered author. 

2 John, 7 : " For many deceivers are entered into the World, 
who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. TUi 
is a deceiver and an antichrist." Now, by insisting that thfi 
pronoun this must always apply to its nearest antecedent, 
John would be made to say that Jesus Christ is a deceiver ^ 
and an antichrist. We ail know that John was an unlearn*, 
ed man, and that therefore it would be folly to expect from 
his pen, in every instance, a strictly classical accuracy of ex- 
pression. We must be content to gather the meaning of what 
he says, as we are sometimes compelled to do of what is ut- 
tered by men of much higher literary pretensions, not by its 
strict accordance with the rules of critical grammarians, bot 
by the general cast of the connexion in which it stands. Now, 
if you will read the whole of the 20th verse, you will pe> 
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Mve, I trust, that the Being here called the True Ood^ ia 
lot Jesus, but the Father. It reads thus : ** And we know 
bat the San of Grod is come, and hath given us an under- 
ianding, that we •may know Him thai is irue^^ Know 
irhom that is true % Why ividently the Father, " And we 
lure m Him that in true, (even) in His Son Jesus Christ." 
We are in whom that is true ? Why evidently again in the 
fkbther, in Him of whom it could be said that Jesus Christ 
was His Son. The word even, you will observe, is printed 
in your Bibles in italics, to denote that it belongs not to the 
original text, but that it is inserted by the translators. " This 
im the True God, and eternal life." Who is the True Ood ? 
Why, plainly He who is called " Him that is true" and of 
whom it is just before said that Jesus Christ is His Son. 
Plainly, then, the Father is the True Qod. My understand- 
ing of the text then may be expressed thus : " And we know 
that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an under- 
stoiiding that we may know Him that is true" (viz : God,) 
« and we are in Him that is true" (i. e. in God,) " in virtue 
<rf our having &ith and spiritual life in his Son Jesus Christ." 
" This" (i. e. this God whom the Son of God has given us an 
understanding to know) " is the True God, and eternal life.'' 
That this was the understanding of the text by the most an- 
cient fathers is evident. The words, " this is the True God,'* 
are not interpreted by any writer previous to the Council of 
Nice, (in the fourth century,) as referring to Jesus Christ; 
and after that age, Epiphanius, who was a Trinitarian, says, 
" Christ ought to be acknowledged the True God, though 
not so called by St. John." Many other Trinitarian authori- 
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ties df the most distiDguished class might he cited to counte- | 
nance the construction I have put upon this passage. 

The conclusion, then, is, that it is the Father, and not Jesus 
Christ, who in this passage is styled the True God ; and it is 
not unlikely that it was penned in view of one of the strongest 
Unitarian texts in the New Testament, viz : the declaration of 
our Lord in his address to the Father, as recorded in the Gros- 
pel of John: "And this is life eternal, that they may know 
Thee, the only True God and Jesus Christ whom Tkou 
hast sent. 

Our author goes on to quote Rev. ii. t23 : " And all the 
Churches shall know that I am He that searcheth the reins 
and hearts." That Jesus, acting as we have already shown, 
by delegated power an the capacity of Judge, receives also 
from the Father every qualification requisite to the proper 
discharge of the duties devolving- upon this important trust, 
we fully believe. That Jehovah searches the reins and tries 
the hearts of men, is certainly true ; but it does not thence 
follow, that every man who has a power to dive deep into 
the ruling passions and governing motives which sway his 
neighbor's heart, is the Eternal Jehovah. 

We all know that some men have most astonishing capaci- 
ties for probing the hearts of other men ; and that Jesus in 
order that he may fulfil the several purposes of his mission, is 
gifted with a power to scan the secret recesses of the human 
bosom, vastly more penetrating and extensive than that pos- 
sessed by any other created agent, we freely admit ; but all 
this does not prove him to be the Self-existent, Inde- 
pendent and Supreme Searcher of hearts. If Mr. 
Baker had looked to the last clause of the 27th verse, he 
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f 

would have found the following qualifying phrase, which 
serves to explain the nature of every power to which our 
blessed Lord lays claim : " Even as I received of my 
Father." He professes to find something of vast bearing in 
fiivor of his views, in the expression " I am He." He says 
the language is remarkable, and asks " to whom does He re- 
fer?" Why most evidently, T answer, to the Messiah. Thus, 
you recollect, when Jesus was discoursing with the woman of 
Samaria, upon her saying ''I know that Messias cometh, 
which is called Christ ; Jesus saith unto her / that speak un- 
to thee AH He." ^J^^hn iv. 25, 26.) ' 
We have now gone through with an examination of every 
text referred to by our author under his fourth head of proof, 
for the Supreme Divinity of Jesus, and we certainly have not 
come to his conclusion, that " Doubtless, then, Christ is God." 
He says, indeed, " Give these names, give any of them to 
I Peter, to Paul, to Gabriel, to the loftiest created being in the 
f Universe, and there is blasphemy in it." But we have 
i shown that the most important of these names are given in 
the Sacred Scriptures to mere men ; that the Conqueror who 
bore tlie name of Joshua, was styled Jehovah^ and that Jeho- 
vah himself gave the name of God to Moses and to the Jew- 
ish Magistrates : and it is in no taunting spirit that we ofier a 
i word of caution to poor finite men, lest in the warmth of par- 
I ty zeal they commit blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, by 
i affirming that there is blasphemy in what He has positively 
f done. 

Our author next insists, with his usual earnestness, upon 
his text as furnishing for his doctrine the most conclusive evi- 
dence. Let me give you the passage entire as it stands in 
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the common translation. '^ Who being in the form of God, 
thought it not robbery to be equal toith God, but made him- 
self of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a ser- 
vant, but was made in the likeness of men ; and being found 
in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedi- 
ent unto death, even the death of the cross, wherefore God al- 
so hath highly exalted Him, and gwen Him a name which 
is above every name ; that at the name of Jesua every knee 
should bow,-— of thipgs in heaven, and things in earth, and 
things under the earth j and that every tongue should con- 
fess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the gloiy of God Hie Far 
ther:' Phil. ii. 6— 11. 

Now let us take a critical view of the most important ex- 
pressions which make up this text, and we shall presently 
discover how fit r it goes to countenance the Trinitarian sys; 
tem. We \vill begin with the first clause, " Who being 
in the form o/God.*' Mr. Baker says " Here the Apostle 
affirms that originally^ Jesus Christ was in the form of Grod." 
What! Jesus Christ whom he regards as originally the 
Supreme God Himself, in the form of God in the form 
of Himself? Or, are there originally two Supreme Gods, 
the one of whom nmy be said to be in the form, or express 
image, of the other 1 No, our author will not admit this. 
But what next ? " Thought it not robbery to be equal with 
God.'' What! He who was originally the Infinite and 
One only true God, thought it not robbery to be equal 
with Himself? What possible consistency can you find 
in such language 1 What idea would you receive from 
being gravely assured that a certain being was in the form of 
himself, i e. that he bore a perfect resemblance to himself, 
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that he looked exactly like himself — and, that he thought it 
not robbery to be eqaal wtih himself? Could you perceive 
the least propriety or sense io such a communicatioa ? And 
can you feel satisfied with giving a constructioa to the Sacred 
Scripture^ which involves them in such confusion and jargon ? 
Qut why need there be any di^culty in giving a rational 
and consistent interpretation to this text? I can see no 
necessity for any. 

What then are we to understand by the declaration ** Who 
being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal 
with God ?" Why, plainly, that not only was Jesus Christ 
originally created in the image and likeness of God, as, 
indeed, were our first parents, but that he was on earth the 
visible representative of the Father, clothed with wisdom, 
and authority, and power to manifest and execute His will, 
just as the ambassador of an earthly king is ofiicially in the 
form of the monarch who commissions him ; and that as 
such an ambassador would think it no robbery, no illegal 
pretension, to claim an authority, for all the purposes of the 
mission on which he is sent, equal to that of the king who 
sent him, so Jesus whom God '^ hath highly exaltedl^ thought 
it not robbery,— no usurpation — no unauthorized assumption 
to lay claim to be equal with God, in respect to the work for 
which God had raised him up, and qualified him. The Su- 
preme Being Himself, if He could have consistently acted in 
the Mediatorial Kingdom in His Own Person, without the in- 
strumentality of an appointed agent, could not have discharg- 
ed the several duties belonging to it more perfectly than Jesus, 
through the power delegated to him, was able to do. So that 
as it relate^ to the purposes of that Kingdom, Jesus was, in 
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virtue of power and authority entrusted to him, as really equal 
with the God who '^ appointed" and " sent" him, as is any 
agent, holding a full power of attorney for the transaction of 
certain specified afiairs, for the purposes and within the limits 
of his commission, equal to him by whom the trust is com* i 
mitted. You will perceive that the entire passage is clothed 
.in a figurative dress, in direct allusion to the custom among 
rulers to exalt and invest with authority, and confer title and 
dignity upon their ministers ; which circumstance seems to 
render the illustration I have attempted to ofier peculiarly in 
place. You will also perceive that Jesus is spoken of as be- 
ing exalted as a reward of his obedience and death ; and that 
the " name'* which was above every name was not a title pos- 
sessed by him from all eternity, but a "name^vew" him by 
the Uncreated God ; and you will, also, notice as a striinng 
fact, " that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is 
Lord" i. e. Master; (not that every tongue should confess 
that Jesus Christ is Jehovah ;) and that this confession should 
be made, (not ultimately, to the glory of this " appointed" 
Master nor yet to the glory of any Triune Deity ^ but,) "to the 
glory of God the Father." 

You perceive then that the text as it now stands in your 
English Testaments is utterly at war with Mr. Baker's 
views, and in perfect harmony with those of Unitarians. But 
it seems, that he was fully aware that this passage is con- 
demned as a mistranslation. He says, " I am aware that 
those who reject our doctrine give another rendering to this 
passage, and indeed to every passage which we have quoted, 
or shall yet quote, numerous as they are ! Now, is it not 
marvellous that so many passages should have been wrongly 
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translated?" But why does he say "that those who reject our 
doctrine give another rendering to this passage ?" Why does 
he not come out like a frank and. candid man, with the whole 
truth and say, ^' not only those who reject our doctrine, but 
very many of the most learned and distinguished Trinitarian 
Divines give another rendering to this passage ?" Dr. Adam 
Clarke renders it thus, ** Who being in the form of God, did 
not think it a matter to be earnestly desired to appear equal 
with God, but made himself of no reputation, &c." Tillot- 
son, a distinguished Arch-Bishop of the Episcopal Church, 
renders it, " Did not arrogate to himself to be equal with 
God." The celebrated Whison translates it thus, "Who 
being in the form of Go:1, did not assume to be equal with 
God." Others render it, " Who being in the form of God, 
did not think this likeness to God, a thing to be eagerly re- 
retained, but humbled himself, &c." Another rendering is, 
"did not think of the robbery, the being equal to God." For 
my own part, though I am fully persuaded that ihe common 
rendering is incorrect, yet for any bearing it has upon the 
doctrine under discussion, I would not give a straw to have it 
changed. But what does Mr. Baker mean by assertiag, that 
those who reject his doctrine give another rendering to every 
passage quoted in his Sermon, numerous as they are? Why, 
it is obvious that he means to give his readers the impression, 
that Unitarians have no other way to meet his interpretation 
of the numerous passages he presents than by taking refuge 
under a pretended mistranslaton. Now, the fact is, he has not 
quoted a solitary text, which obliges me, for the support of my 
views^ to fault the common translation. And you will no- 
tice in how remarkably few instances I have even intimated 
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the slightest objection to the usual rendering. '^ Now, is it |^ 
not marvellous that'' a man professing to be a Minister of the 
Gospel of truthj should thus gravely misrepresent the mole 
y which his opponents defend their sentiments^ To con? ey 
the impression that the great body of Unitarians give another 
rendering than that contained in the common translation, to 
every passage quoted in his Sermon, for the Deity of Cbriat, 
is to convey an impression utterly false,' But, although o«r 
author has conveyed such an impression, we choose in Chris- 
tian charity to attribute it to his ignorance of Unitarian wri- 
ters, rather than to any wilful design to mislead the public 
mind. Of all the passages he has quoted, ^' numerous as they 
are," I know of only four or five in which wo should wish 
the common rendering to ^e altered. And I know of not 
even one of these texts, which in its present rendering, ought 
to present to a mind thoroughly acquainted with the phrase- 
ology of the Scriptures, any serious objections to the doctrines 
we hold. And in respect to those passages in which we do 
question the common translation, might I not successfully re- 
tort upon Mr. Baker, by demanding *' if it is not marvellous," 
that "those who reject our doctrine," are compelled to place 
their chief reliance upon texts which all sound Hebrew and 
Greek scholars mast admit are of doubtful rendering, whilst 
the rendering of the strongest and most numerous passages 
which we urge against their doctrine, they can find no color 
of a pretence for faulting ? 

We next find our author congratulating himself with the 
assurance that his " edifice is complete ;" that " it is a Bible 
edifice, and glorious to behold." He, however, thinks it pru- 
dent, inasmuch as it is perfectly convenient '^ to throw around 



OF TWO VATURBS IK CHRIST. 40 

it a wall of adamant ;" and to this end, he says, '^ take this 
passage. John xiv. 8, 9, 10 : 'Philip saith unto him. Lord, 
shew us the Father, and it sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto 
him. Have I been so long time with you, and yet hast thou 
not known me, Philip 1 He that bath seen me, hath seen the 
Father; and how sayestthou then, shew us the Father? 
Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the Father in 
me?* " 

Now, can it be supposed, that by the assertion, " he that 
hath seen me hath seen the Father," our Saviour intended to 
be understood to assert that he was the Father ; that he was 
kis awn Son and his own Father ? If the text proves any 
thing for our author, it proves all this. But we are sure he 
will admit this to be- proving too much. Had he looked 
along the same chapter to the 28th and 31st verses, he would 
have met with expressions of the most unequivocal charac- 
ter, utterly at war with what he assumes to be the import 
of the verses he has quoted. He would there have 
found his blessed Lord, as if to avoid all possible misunder- 
standing of what he had before uttered, declaring, " For my 
Father is greater than I." '^ And as the Father gave me 
eommandmenty even so I doP And if he had turned to the 
I7th chapter of John, 21st and 22d verses, he might have 
learned in what sense Jesus is in the Father and the Father 
in him. He would there have found him petitioning in a 
prayer for his followers, " that they aU may be one^ as thou, 
Father, art in me and I in thee, that they also may be one 
IN us. Apd the glory which thou gavest me 1 have given 
them, that they m^y be one even as toe are one" And if be 
had referred to 1 John, iv. 16, he would have read, " He that 

5 
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dwelleth in love dwdletk in God, and God in him" From 
all this he might have learned, that if the disciples could all 
be one in the same sense that the Father and Jesus are 
one ; if they could hQ one in the Father and in the Son ; if 
the glory which the Father had given to the Son was impart- 
ed by the Son to them, and that if every Christian who dwells 
in love, dwells in God and Grod in him, not only '' he that 
bath seen" Jesus, but also he that hath seen the Christian 
spirit manifested by any of his followers, " hath seen the Fa* 
ther." It seems, then, too plain to require further comment, 
that the meaning of our Lord in his answer to Philip was 
simply this: that he had already given him a sufficient 
knowledge of the Father, that he, (Philip,) who had been so 
long with himj. and heard his teachings concerning the char* 
acter and will of God, and had seen the spirit of heavenly 
purity and benevolence exhibited through Am, the visible 
representative of the Father, was already possessed^ of a true 
knowledge of the Father's being and perfections. 

*'For another wall of adamant/' continues our author^ 
<<take the words of the Apostle, Col. ii. 9 : ^ In Him dwelleth 
all the fulness of the Godhead bodily*" "Was ever Ian* 
guage stronger than this?*' " Every word is emphatic." I 
reply, that language quite as strong as this may be cited in 
proof of the Supreme Godhead of the Ephesian Christians. 
If you will turn to Eph. iii. 19, you will find that Paul pray* 
ed for his brethren ^ that they might be filled with all the 
fulness of God'* — language quite as emphatic as the text 
quoted by our author. For, surely, all the fulness of the 
Godhead is nothing more than all the fulness of G>od, Now, 
did the Apostle pray that his brethren might be the Supreme 
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Godf Mr. Baker will not pretend it. Did he mean any 
thing more than that they might he eminently godly ? Ho 
will admit that he meant nothing more. What reason then 
has he for inferring, that the same Apostle, when he speaks 
of the same fblness as dwelling in Christ, meant any thing 
more than that Christ was godly in an eminent degree ? I 
can see nene^ Paul often employs like expressions to denote 
high attainments m godliness. Thus, in Eph. i?. 18, he says^ 
^till we all come in the unity of the faith and of the knowl- 
edge of the Son of God unto a perfect «iAn, unlo the measure 
of the stature of the fulness of Christ." Now, if we are to 
understand by the dwelling of the fulness cfihe Godhead in 
Christ, that he was the Supreme God, is it not plain that we 
must also understand, that when Paul and his Ephesian 
brethren were arrived unto the mesasure of the stature of the 
fulness of Christ, they, too would be just as much the Su* 
PREME God as he? Whatever we are to understand by the 
fulness of the Godhead dwelling in Christ, we find Paiil der 
Glaring, in Colos. i. 19, not that it dwelt in him underivedly^ 
from all eternity, of his own infinite will and pleasure, hut- 
that " it pleased the Father that in him should all fulness 
dwelir 

Now, I challenge Mr. Baker to point me in all the Bible 
to a strongerexpression for the Godhead of Christ, than I can 
furnish, in 2 Peter, i. 4, for the Godhead of every Christian. 
The concluding words are these : " That ye might be far- 
takers of the Divine Nature." 

By taking a broad and critical survey of the manner in 

which the Sacred Writers were in the habit of expressing 

faemselves, we shall soon learn how unjustifiable it is to build 
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up a doctrine confessedly mysterious, opposed to reason, aad 
to several of the most plain and positive texts, as well as the 
current and unembarrassed strain of the Scripture, by appeals 
to a few scattered passages of such indefinite and ambigoous 
language as those which have just passed under our notice. 
Whilst, by exerciang the rules of interpretation laid down in 
a former part of our discourse, we find no difilculty in gather* 
lag a satis&ctory understanding oi the general sense of the 
Bible, we honestly confess, that upon the principles adopted 
by our author, we know of no book so utterly involved in con* 
tradictions, confusion and jargon. 

We have seen what sort of security his ** walls of adaman^^ 
afibrd his doctrine. And here the testimony which he pro^ 
fesses to draw from the Sacred Writings, he appears to regard 
ad closed^ There are however, in the subsequent parts of his 
Sermon, allusions to a few other texts which we shall take 
the liberty of examining in this connexion. He quotes 1 Tim. 
iii. 16: "And without controversy, great is the mystery of 
godliness. God was manifest in the flesh.'' In this passage 
you will discover, by reading the whole verse, that if the 
word God is to be admitted at all in it, it must neceskirily be 
understood in its inferior sense. I will give you the entire 
passage as it now stands in the common version : "And 
without controversy, great is the mystery of godliness. God 
was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of An* 
gels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the World, 
received up into glory." Now, could it be said of the Self* 
existent God, who from all eternity was an immutable and a 
perfect Spirit, that He was ^'justified in the Spirit /" And 
could it be said of that Omnipresent Being who dwells fo^ 
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^er unchangeably in perfect glory, that he was " received mp 
into glory?" But as Dr. Adam Clark admits, instead of God, 
aeveral manuscript versions have which, or who. The present 
rendering is admitted by the best Trinitarian Ck)mmentatoni 
to be so exceedingly doubtful, that no important dependance 
. can be placed upon it. In a correct translation of the original 
Greek, as it is found in the most approved ancient MSB, the 
word " God" we maintain, should be omitted, and, " he whd^ 
substituted for it. The reading would then be, " He who was 
manifest in the flesh, was justified," %uz. This reading, you 
perceive, is perfectly consistent and intelligible. As to the 
mystery here spoken of, you will bear in mind that it is not, 
as Mr. Baker seems to suppose, the mystery of the Godhead^ 
or the Divine Nature, but the " mystery of godliness" i. e. 
of piety or religion. The word " Mystery," as used in the 
Sacred Scriptures, does not mean an absurdity, nor any thing 
in itself unintelligible, but merely something which is or has 
been concealed. The meaning of the Apostle, then, seems to 
be this: /*' Great is the scheme of gospel grace, (or the method 
which God has chosen to redeem and render godly rebellious 
sinners,) which has been so long hidden from men, but is now 
revealed through Jesus Christ He, the greatest Herald of 
the Divine will, and the highest agent of the Divine power, 
who was manifest in the flesh, was justified in the Spirit, seen 
of the Messengers of God, preached unto the Heathen as he 
Saviour of Gentiles as well as of Jews, believed on in the 
World as the Messiah of ancient prophecy, and finally, as a 
most astonishing proof of the Divinity of his mission, raised 
from the dead and received up into glory." " Without con- 
troversy/' all this is a most wonderful dis^ilaY oC Dv<(iQ& 

5* 
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power and love; but I can see nothing in it contradictory to 
my reason, nothing at which either Faul or Mr. Baker, qf 
any Christian believer, ought to ^^stumhle^^ but I see every 
thing in it, in which we all have occasion to glory. 

Our author on page 15, makes allusion to several passagst 
of Scripture, which he deems so utterly " at variance with 
each other" without the aid of the <4wo«fold nature," that he 
exclaims, " Now, deny our doctrine, and / deft a^ fnon 011 
tarth or Angel in Heaven^ to reconcile these passages^*' 
These are swelling words, and in the {ace of so bold t 
defiance, it may seem adventurous for an humble individual 
to contest the point with the Rev. author, where, according 
to his own esteem, the intellect of a Gabriel would have to 
quail before his stupendous researches ; still we do have the 
presumption to declare, that whilst we utterly deny his doctrine 
we find not the slightest difficulty in so understanding these 
passages, that they appear in perfect harmony with each 
other, and with the current teachings of the Sacred Yoluma 

He says, " For instance, in one place Jesus Christ is called 
a man ; in another place, God." So, too, we reply, in one 
place, Moses is called a God ; in another place, a man. S0| 
also, the Jewish Magistrates were called Gods ; and yet they 
were men. " If He called them Gods," to use the very 
words of our Saviour, to whom the word of God came," why 
may not Jesus the " well beloved Son," the '^ chosen," "ap* 
pointed," ^'sanctified," and "sent," of God, be^ in virtue of his 
Divine commission, with equal consistency^ called God, 
whilst yet, as to his nature, he was a man? We see no more 
difficulty in the one case than in the other ; and with a knowl* 
edge of the customary use of language among the Jeww^ wt 
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diacorar noihing in either caa6 to mar the barroony of the 
Scriptures. '^ In one place," continues our author, " Jesus 
Christ is called DaTid's Son; in another place Daricfs 
Lord." True, as the appointed Messiah, Jesus was the Lordt 
L e. Master of David, as well as of all of his race. But read 
the whole connexion, and you will perceive how utterly io^ 
consistent with it, is the idea, that David regarded the Messiah 
as the Supreme Jehovah. David is represented as saying, 
^< Thb Lord said unto my Lordf sit thou on my right hand 
liil I niake thine enemies thy footstool." Now, if David's 
L&rd had a Lord who commanded him to sit upon His right 
hand, until He should make his enemies his footstool, then it 
is evident, that this Lord who was so commanded,-wa8 not 
the SupRBHE ONLY True God, the Lord of Lords, but, 
that he was a subordinate Lord^ subject to the authority, and 
dependent on the power of a Being above him, David, 
whilst viewing by the illuminations of the Divine ^ Spirit,^* 
the predicted Messiah of his Nation, with great propriety is 
r^resonted as calling this wonderful object, this glory of his 
expectations, this glory of his house, and hope of his people, 
^ my Lord;" but I cannot see how any one can reconcile his 
language with the supposition, that he regarded him as the 
Supreme God. We see, then, no shadow of a difficulty in 
the &ct, that Jesus is called in one place David's Son, and in 
another place, David's Lord. By legal descent in the line of 
David, he was his Son, whilst in his official capacity as the 
Messiah, he was David's Lord. " In one place," continues 
our author, " he sajrs, * My Father is greater than J;' in 
another place, ' I and my Father are oneJ " As this last is 
000 cf tbo» easily remembered tex\a vi\A!i:\iS& m^^xssfS^ii^ 
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of every Trinitarian, I propose to give it particular attentioa. 
Tou will find it recorded in John x. 30. The circumstances 
attending the declaration of it, were these : The Jews put to 
Jesus the following demand, " How long dost thou make us 
to doubt f If thou be the Christ tell us plainly." He 
replied that he had told them, and, that they believed not 
He then appealed to the works which he did in the '^ Father's 
name," as furnishing sacis&ctory evidence of his Messiahshipi 
He went on to speak of his followers. He spoke of their 
knowledge of him ; of their attention and obedience to his 
voice, and of their eternal safety. He declared, " My Father 
which gave them me is greater than all, and no man is able 
to pluck thein out of my Father's hand ;" and immediately 
adds, " I and my Father are one." Here, you will observe, 
he represents Tioi that his followers were originally his, 
which they must have been, if he were the Eternal Creator, 
but that they were a gifi to him from the Father; as he says 
in another place, " TMTie they were and thou gavest them 
ME." You will also observe, thlit he declares ^ My Father 
is greater than all." If the Father is greater than all, 
then he is greater than the Son, In what sense, then, are 
we to understand that he and the Father are one ? We reply 
that they are one in promoting the work of human salvation. 
Jesus may be regarded as one with the Father, in a like 
sense with that in which, for instance, Joseph, as Prime 
Minister of Egypt, may be said to have been one with 
Pharaoh, in promoting the salvation from fiunine, of the 
inhabitants of that land. But I may be asked, did the Jews 
so understand our Lord? I reply, that it seems that they 
were guilty of most wiUaWy ]^iN«i\kk!^ \h& \ui^gag^g^ 
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They certainly had no right from anything that appears in 
the connexion, to understand him as meaning that he was the 
Eternal God, For, in the first place, it may be well enough 
to remark, that the dematfl ll^y had just made of him, and 
which occasioned this repl]HH|^no< to tell them whether he 
was the Infinite Jehovah, MPwhether he were the Chrisif 
i e. the Messiah. Now, we all know that these Jews had 
not the slightest idea that their Messiah was to be the 
Supreme God of their &thers, but, that they expected him to 
be merely a great temporal Prince to redeem their nation 
from a foreign yoke, and to effect a general correction of civil 
and religious abuses. 

And, in the second place, it is worthy of observation, thai 
he had just assured them that the Father was greater than 
My and that he derived his dominion over his followers as a 
gift from the Father. Had these enquirers, therefore, been 
honest and candid men, it appears hardly possible that they 
cpuld have taken from his words the idea, that he claimed to 
be the Supreme God ; and we shall presently see that Jesus 
actually arraigned them with the charge of perverting his 
meaning. In the verses immediately following, it is record- 
ed, " Then the Jews took up stones again to stone him ; Jesus 
answered them, many good works have I shown you of my 
Father; for which, of those works do ye stone me? The 
Jews answered him, for a good work, we stone thee not, but 
for blasphemy, and because that thou being a man, makest 
thyself God." Here, you will observe, that the Jews came 
out boldly with the charge that Jesus represented himself as 
Gon. Now if this charge were just, ought it not to have 
been expected, that Jesus would come out with his charac« 
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teristic honesty, frankness, and courage, in acknowledgement 
of its justice. If he were reallj Qod, ought it not to have been 
looked for, that he woukl meet this. accusation of blasphemy, 
by asserting unequivocally toJ^Rbemies, that there was bo 
blasphemy whatever in U^^Bklaring himself to be the 
Eternal God for it was a solemn truth 1 If our Lord had 
actually lain claim to Supreme Divinity, all this, it seems to 
us, was most naturally to have been expected from him. ^ 
But in his answer do we find any thing like this? Not a 
syllable: every thing of an entirely opposite character. 
This is a most remarkable fact ; and in my view weighs with 
most overwhelming power, against the doctrine under 
discussion. But let the reply of Jesus tell for itself, '* Jesus 
answered them, Is it not written in your law, I said. Ye are 
Gods 1 If he called them Gods, unto whom the Word of 
God came, and the Scripture cannot be broken; say ye of 
him whom the Father hath sanctified and 5en^ into the world, 
Thou blasphemest; because I said, I am the San of GodT 
Now, I seriously ask, if this language, so far from assert* 
ing the Eternal Godhead of Jesus, was not most obviously 
framed to give the impression to his accusers that he admitted 
that if he had actually claimed to be the Supreme God, their 
accusation against him of blasphemy, would have been well 
founded? What can be plainer than, that, he defended 
himself by calling their attention to the fact, that, in their 
ancient Scriptures, those who were made the special organs 
and agents of the Divine Will, were called Gods, and urging 
that if they, " to whom the Word of God came" were, in con- 
sequence of the Divinity of their mission, considered so hi 
One with God in the execution of bis purposes, that they r^ 
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eeived his very name, that they were actually called Godt^ 
what propriety was there in their charging him " whom the 
Father hath sanctified and «e7i/," with blasphemy, njercly for 
aaying, what only amoanted to a declaration that he was the 
** Son of God" i. e. the Messiah, the Christy the chief organ 
and agent of the Father's purposes, and therefore one with 
Him, in carrying on the works which His infinite benevo- 
lence had designed ? What else, could these Jews have un* 
derstood, what else did they understand him to mean? And 
what else, ought we to receive from his words ? I can con- 
ceive of nothing else. And, it is a circumstance worthy of 
notice, that we have no account, that, after this convesation, 
among all the charges which the Jews brought against Jesus 
and his Apostles, they ever accused him, or them, with main- 
taining that he was God. This is rendered the more remark- 
able from the well known fact that of all crimes in ihe 
World, a Jew would esteem this the great^t. . Yet notwith- 
standing all tWr madness and fury against our Saviour, when 
he appeared before the Council, and they were ready to give 
color to any trifling circumstance and lay hold of any 
sort of eiadence against him, they were unable oven, to 
bribe a &lse witness, or to gather the slightest testimony, in 
sopport of their change of blasphemy, other, than, that, he 
had said, he could raise up the Temple in three days. 

I trust, it is now plain to you In what sense Jesus is one 
with the Father ;— that he is one with him, as a worker to- 
gether with him, in the advancement of Oospel salvation. In 
a like sense the Apostle, represents himself and his brethren 
as " workers together with God." 2 Cor. vL 1. Indeed the 
language of Paul in reference to himself and his fellow-labor* 
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er ApoUos, and of their co-operation with God, in forwarding 
the work of redeeming grace, goes, as it seems to me, just as 
fully to prove, not only, that Paul and ApoUos were one and 
the same being, but also that they were Divine, as the declar- 
ation of our Lord, '^ I and my &ther are one," goes to prove 
that, he and the Father are one and the same Eternal and 
Almighty Being. For, his words are, *^ I have planted, 
ApoUos watered ; — Now he that planteth, and he that water- 
eth are one; — For^ we are laborers together with God." 
1 Cor. iii. 6, 8, 9. In fine, there are so many senses in 
which two distinct persons may be said to be one, without im- 
plying a unity of nature, that it ^ems strange to me to sap- 
pose, that our author can be serious in urging for his doctrine 
the text in question. For instance, in Mat xix. 5, our Saviour 
says, of the husband and wife, " and they twain shall be one 
flesh." Yet Mr. Baker does not believe that the husband 
and wife are one and the same individual. No, all that he 1 
understands by this language, is, that God designed the 
married pair to be one in affection, in harmonious living, and 
in the general promotion of each other's welfare and felicity. 
And all that he understands by the expressions just quoted 
from Paul, is, that Paul and Apollos, were one, and laborers 
tdgether with God, in advancing one and the same glorious 
work. Why, then should he attempt to create any difficulty 
from the declaration of Jesus " I and my Father are one?" 
Why should he pretend to understand that our Lord meant 
by this language any thing other than that he and his 
Father were one in purity of intention, — ^in holiness of feel- 
ing and in carrying forward the glorious work of Mediato- 
rial grace? By turning to John xvii. 11, 21, he will find our 
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SiiTioiiT praying for his disciples that they may be one as he 

and the Father are one. His iaoguage is " Holy Father, 

keep through thy own name those whom thou hast given me, 

that they may be one as we are. Neither pray I for these 

alone ; but for them also which shall believe on me through 

their word that they all may be one as thou Father art in me| 

and I in thee, that they also may be one in us" From all 

this we learn that Jesus may be said to be one v^ith the Father 

in a certain sense, without having any more claims to beings 

the Supreme God, than had his Apostles, or than have any 

Christian believers. Upon our view then there is no 

difficulty in this case. But how our author can reconcile 

with the doctrine that Jesiis is in one nature the Only True 

God, such an unqualified declaration as is that which he has 

quoted, viz: "My Father is greater thsLn I," I am at a losstd 

conceive. Tou will observe, that out* Lord does not sAy ^'thail 

F' atk in my human nature^ but unqualifi^ly " than I." No in- 

thnation is given in the connexion, or in any part of the Sacred 

Volume, that the pronoun I, in the mouth of Jesus is to be 

lijaderstood diflferently from what it is to be understood in the 

nibuth of John or Peter, or any other person. We dafd nd * 

then presume to quibble about such a dir^t and plo^dvif^ 

attertion. We feel compelled to understand our blessed 

Bofrd to mfiin^ifactiy whdt he says. He does say ^^Mf^ 

Father is greate/'than t,** and we fully believe that he says ' 

thef trtith. Now vire have a^een that ati inferior mayeodeiisti' 

eAtly he said to he one in certain sensed with a iuperior ; but' 

we know of no sense in which of two persons in aJU re^pecla- 

tfAdly tfMfecih be proj^ly saidio be greater than th« '•iSkr. 
J f ^ ....... 
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We know of do sense in which the only True God can be 
called greater than Himself, 

Our author proceeds, '* la one place he" (Jesus) " is said to 

be a Lamb slain ; in another the Prince of Life, who only 

hath immortality." Where he found this last text I know 

not; I have never seen it in the Bible. In Acts iii. 15, 

Peter calls Jesus the Prince of Life, but so far from repre* 

seating him as the Self-Existent God who alone hath immor* 

tality, he upbraids the Jews for having killed him, and 

declares that God raised him from the dead. His words are 

"And kxUed the Prince of Life, whom God hath raised 

from the dead." And in I Tim. vL 15, 16, 1 find it declared, 

not of Jesus, who had a mortal body, who dwelt among men, 

and was approached by them, and who was seen by hundreds 

even after his resurrection, but of Jehovah, He ^* the blessed 

and Only Potentate, the King of kings, and Lord of lords, 

dwelling in the light which no man can approach unto; 

whom no man hath seen nor can see," of Him I find it 

declared ^* Who only hath immortality." If Jesus is called 

the Prince of life, it is also asserted that << him bath God 

exalted to be a Prince," not that he was so underivedly and 

from all eternity. If he has the power of communicating 

life to others, he has it not inherently, but as a gift from the. 

Father. Thus he declares of the Father, " So hath He given 

to the son to have life in himsel£" Thus you perceive how 

easily all these passages are reconciled, Mr. Baker's defiance 

of " man on earth and Angel in Heaven" to the contrary 

notwithstanding. 

"And now," says be, in his usual style of self^satis&ction, 
** to place the beauteous crown upon the whole^ hear the 
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words of our Blessed Saviour biroself." '<I am the root and 
the offipriog of David, the bright and rooming star." 
*^ This is one of the most remarkable passages in all this 
volume: and it most clearly, and powerfully and beautifully 
confirms all that we have said." In tracing our author wo 
have been so accustomed to meet with " walls of adamant" 
and '' crowns of the whole^' and ^* clear, and powerful, and 
sweet and beautiful confirmations" of his doctrine, and we 
have had so frequent occasion to weigh what all these fine 
expressions amount to, that we are hardly surprized to find 
him making so much parade about 6ne of the most simple 
and intelligible declarations of Scripture. Our author takes 
for granted, what is by no means admitted, that Jesus in call*! 
ing himself the root of David, meant that he was ^* the source 
of David's being." In several instances in the Sacred 
Scriptures he is »poken of under the figure of a root, but 
no where, we believe, in connexions which should induce us 
to regard him as the prime source of all being. In Isa. Hii. 
2, he is spoken of as "a root out of a dry ground ;" and the 
same Prophet as quoted by Paul, Rom. xv. 12, says in 
respect to him, " There shall be a root of Jesse, and he shall 
rise to reign over the Gentiles, in him shall the Gentiles 
trust" Here it is declared, that " there shall be, a root of 
Jesse," not that there was from all eternity a root from which 
Jesse was to spring, the source of lessees being. No, the 
evident meaning is that from the seed of Jesse there shall be 
a root, which root is Christ, in whom the Gentiles were to 
trust So the obvious meaning of the declaration of our 
Lord '* I am the root and the ofispring of David, the bright 
and morning star" appears to be this; that as a lineal descen- 
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dant, in a legal point of view, from the seed of David, he 
was his offsprings and that in his official capacity as the 
Messiah, he became the root of the choicest hopes and 
expectations of David, and of the chief glory of his house 
and people. In a like sense many a child has been exalted 
to official stations, which rendered him his father's lord, and 
a fruitful root of his prosperity and honor. With great 
propriety too, is our blessed Lord called " the bright and 
morning star," since from a night of spiritual darkness he 
ushered in the glorious day of gospel light. You perceive 
then, how far-fetched and unwarranted is the construction 
which our author urges for this passage ; and I leave you to 
judge of the merits of a doctrine whose advocates are com- 
pelled to bring to its support such a text, professing to regard 
it as " one of the most remarkable passages" in the Bible, 
" clearly and powerfully and beautifully'^ to confirm its truth. 
Our author thinks his doctrine '^ fails beautifully in with 
the account given of our blessed Saviour whilst he taber- 
nacled here on earth." " In this account," he says, " circum- 
stances of humility, and circumstances of grandeur, are 
made strangely and sioeetly to blend together, indicating at 
the same time both his Human and Divine nature." In the 
enumeration of particulars which follows, we see every 
thing to prove him a created, dependent, humble and obedient 
being; but we meet with nothing that exhibits him as the 
Self-Existent, Supreme God. We are willing to bring into 
view even a greater number of circumstances attending him 
than Mr. Baker has referred to, and in all, we see no evidence 
of his Supreme Divinity. We will begin with his birth ; 
Mr. Baker will say it was miraculous : so was that of Isaac 
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aiotd of John the Baptist, but this does not prore either to be 
the Uncreated Jehovah. Is it urged, that he was called the 
Sod of God? This no more proves his Supreme Divinity, 
than it does that of the whole Jewish nation. God says to 
Pharaoh, Ex. iv. 22, " Israel is my son : let my son go." 
Again, he says, " Bring my sons from afar and my daugh- 
ters from the ends of the earth.'' Again in Jer. xxxi. 9, He 
says, " L am a Father to Israel, and Ephraim is my first t 
born" Will it be urged, that Jesus is called the form or 
image of God ? So, in respect to our first parents, it is 
declared, Gren. i. 27, " So God created man in his own image ; 
in the image of God created he him." And so, the new 
man or regenerated christian, is created '^ after," i. e. in the 
image of God. Thus, Eph. iv. 24, " And that he put on the 
new man, which after God, is created in righteousness and 
true holiuess." 

Mr. Baker speaks of the miracles of Jesus, declaring that 
he did them ^mke a Ood;" yet he will admit, that Moses, 
and the ancient Prophets and the Apostles performed mira- 
cles also, and why might he not as well say that they did 
them " like a God .^" Will it be said that Jesus had power 
to forgive sins? A like power was committed to the 
Apostles. Jesus said to them, "Whosoever sins ye remit, 
they are remitted." Does Jesus act in the office of a Judge f 
So do his Apostles, for he declares to them. Mat. xix. 28, 
" Ye shall sit upon twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes 
of Israel." And Paul demanded of his Corinthian brethren, 
1. Cor. vi. 2, 3, " Do ye not know that Saints shall judge 
the World ? Know ye not that we shall judge Angels?" 
Now, in whatever sense this language \s\.o\>^ \«Aa\^\<5k'Q^^^ 

6* 
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shows beyond ail doubt, that beings less than a God will 
judge the tweltji tribes of IsbabL) the Worlo^ ftod 
6ven Anoels. We derive, then, no more proof fbf the 
Deity of Jesus, from his sustaining the office of Judge, than 
we do for the Deity of the Disciples, and of Paul and his 
Corinthian converts. Finally, was Jesus raised from the 
dead into immortal glory 7 A like blessed destiny awaits 
all of his true followers ; but this does not prove them to be 
God. From all tbis» it appears that the distinction betwiit 
Jesus and other created intelligences, lies not ki the DtUp of 
his nature, but in the vast smperiarUy of the pewes and digni- 
ty and glory with which he is invested by the Father. 

We have now completed our examinatioQ of all the texts 
brought forward by our author in proof of his doctrine ; and 
we believe that we have accomplished what we set out to do, 
which was, to show that the Scriptures admit of a consistent 
interpretation, without introducing the suppaeUion of the '* two 
natures." This doctrine, then, is not necessary to the hav* 
mony of the Sacred Scriptures; nor can we discover apy vibl* 
uable purpose to which it is necessary. But, says our author, 
'' How essential the two-fold nature of Christ is to the varioue 
parts of the Mediatorial work." He goes oato ask,. '' Sup- 
pose that Jesus were a mere man, what could his obedience 
avail? He would have to say as we do, lam an unprofita- 
ble servant. But, according to the Scriptures, ' by his obedt- 
ence shall many be made righteous.' He must, therefore, 
have a Human Nature to obey the law and & Ditinb Na- 
ture to give merit to his ohediemeJ^ That the obedience 
of Jesus is of paramount importance in bringing sinners to 
rJgbteoaan&a, and that hemaaitbav^a \v\)ax:^»ai»XaxK&A& ti»f| 
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the law of God, are moat manifest truths; but bow it is nece» 
WBiXy to have a Divine Nature, to give meril to hit obedience^ 
we are at a loss to discover. If, by supposing Jesus to be a 
»ere man, Mr. Baker means to suppose that he was a nnful 
mao^ — a man in any respect disobedient^ then I grant, thai 
((be would have to say as we do, I am an unprofitable ser^ 
vaot'* But if it be true that he was tempted in all points ai 
we are, and yet without sin ; if he could challenge his ene* 
mies with the demand, " Which of you convincest me of sio )'' 
if he '' was fiiithful to Him that appointed him," would it be 
then true that he was in any wise unprofitable % According 
to the author's own views, it was in his Human nature onl^ 
that Jesus could render obedience. Now, let me ask, how 
he can make it appear, that the complete obedience of Christ, 
in his human nature, could receive any additional merit from 
the &ct of bis having another nature which was infinitely 
above all obedience. If the Divine Spirit so sanctified him 
aa to render him capable of a complete obedience, why has not 
that obedience tlie fall merit which it possibly could hare^ 
even, upon the supposition that Jesus possessed a Divine Na* 
tare % Why, would not an obedience originating in, and sus- 
tained by, the continual communications of God's Spirit to 
him, be as worthy, and as sufficient to occasion ^ many to be 
righteous," as it could be, even, on the assumption of the two- 
fiald nature? I cannot see why. 

But, again, he says, " He," (Christ,) " must have a human 
nature to sufier, and a Divine Nature to give efficacy to his 
aufieEings." Now, without stopping particularly to enquire 
into the nature of the Atonement, — a subject too broad for 
oarpiegeat limits,.— it may be aufficieikX \o cA^vi^vW. 
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look upoQ the sufierings of the Saviour as among the most 
essential means connected with his mission, for redeeming 
the human soul from sin; but in what way the value of these 
sufferings is enhanced by the doctrine of the ''two-fold na« 
ture," we confess ourselves unable to understand. That the 
Divine Nature did not suffer, Mr. Baker admits. He says 
expressly, " But the Divine Nature cannot suffer — cannot 
be wounded for our transgressions, nor bruised for our in- 
iquities." How, then, is it, that this supposed union of an 
infinitely happy Divine Nature, has anything to do in ren« 
dering more effectual the miseries endured only in the Hu- 
man 1 Why, our author opens the way for an illustration of 
the matter, by asking, '^ If Jesus were a mere man, what could 
his sufferings avail ?" Now, if by the phrase, " a mere man," 
he means, that Jesus was ordained to no higher purposes, 
was invested with no higher offices, and clothed with no 
higher authority, than are ordinary men, than have been 
even the most devoted martyrs since his death, why, in that 
case, we reply, that his sufferings would avail no more than 
their's. But if, as we maintain, Jesus was a being vastly 
elevated above the common level of humanity ; if he was 
"chosen," "sanctified," and "sent" by the Father, to be 
through sufferings, the Saviour of the World, what 
mere man'' shall presume to question the wisdom and 
power of Almighty God, to render his sufferings 
adequate to every purpose to which they were ordain- 
ed ? I demand most earnestly, of Mr. Baker, or any other 
Trinitarian, to show me any substantial reason, why the 
Divine Nature of Almighty God, existing in one person, the 
Father, would not, by its aancufYVa^ aommxHSMiaxSaxa^ he 
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able to impart as much dignity and efficacy to the obedience 
and sufierings of the human nature of Jesus, as it could be 
supposed to do, were it even to exist in the *' mysterious 
onion,'' which be and his brethren advocate 1 

I am not much in the habit of breathing defiance to men 
on Earth * still less, to Angels in Heaven ; but if I were so, 
I know of no question which I would sooner, taking up the 
language of our author, ^' defy any man on Earth, or any 
Angel in Heaven," rationally and satisfactorily to answer, 
than the one I have just proposed. And if this question be un- 
answerable, it must be plain, that the doctrine of the two-fold 
nature in Jesus is not esseniial to any part of his Mediatorial 
work. But, our author appears to imagine, that he has hit 
upon an illustration which shows, most clearly, " how the 
sufferings of the human nature can be stamped with so much 
value," by its " mysterious union" with the " Divine Nature," 
which " cannot suffer." With his won!ed confidence, he 
says, " There need be no difficulty. Here is a clod of earth. 
In that form you may strike it about at your pleasure; no 
harm done. But let this clod of earth be formed into the 
body of a man — let it be united to the soul of a man, a Prince, 
a King, or a Conqueror ; and. verily, you may not now 
strike it about at your pleasure ! Who does not see that an 
injury done to that clod of earth, in its new form as united to 
the soul of a man, a Prince, a King, or a Conqueror, is to all 
intent and purposes. the same as an injury done to the soul of 
that man, that Prince, that King, or that Conqueror?" And, 
let me add, by way of reply, who does not see a plain reason 
for this? Who does not see, that blows inflicted upon a man's 
body, affect the happiness of his sotd ? Who does not see, that 
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the soul of man can suffer^ and actually does suffer, by the r 
injuries done to its body? Who does not see, that the principles f 
of self-love and self-protection, render the soul keenly alive to ^ 
any violence offered to its material tabernacle ? And who doei ^ 
not see, that were it not for these facts, that if, for instance, the f 
human soul were so constituted, that it '' could not sufftr^ * 
neither from a sympathy with animal pains, nor from appre* 
hensions of personal danger, nor from a sense of indignity, 
and bitter resentment of insult, — who does not see, I demand, 
that, in this case, the sovl of a man would receive as little in- 
jury from the striking of his body, as from the disturbance of j 
the plainest clod of earth in his garden? How, then, does it | 
appear, that, because the soul of man which can and does suffer 
in the sufferings of its body, receives an injury from the inju- 
ries done to its body, therefore^ "by virtue of the union of the 
Divine Nature^^ which " cannot suffer J^ with the Human, ' 
"the sufferings of the Human, are, as if they were the suf- 
ferings of the Divine Nature ?" If such a conclusion, 'from 
such premises, is not utter 7ionsense, 1 know not what is. 

Our author proceeds to say, " It is the altar which sancti- 
fies the gift. The very words of Christ himself" But, ob- 
serve, it is 7iot "the very words of Christ himself/' that be has 
a Divine nature, which "cannot suffer," and that, the circum- 
stance of his having such a nature, sanctifies the sufferings 
endured only by his human nature. No, we have never 
learned that our blessed Redeemer ever said any thing of this 
import. And, I ask again, for one solid reason to show tohy 
the Infinite Spirit, existing, as we believe Him to exist, in 
One Undivided Person, the Father, and confining his 
dwelling place to no one single tabernacle of clay, could 
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not, by the commuDications of His gracious influences as 
effectually sanctify the gift of Chrisl's siifferings, to ilie sAlva- 
tioQ of men, as He could be supposed to do, even on the 
aaeuinption of the ''two-fold natures." Let the purposes of 
tbeee sufierings be what they may, Mr. Baker has presented 
Dothing to satisfy us, that, these purposes might not be as 
FULLY answered without^ as uritk the supposed union. 

I now demand the production of a single text from the 
Sacred Volume, which states, that the sacrifice of an infinite 
Being is required for the salvation of man. I cannot find 
one. Our author has not presented on^. He, indeed, quotes, 
•* It behooved Christ to suffer." " Ought not Christ to have 
suffered these things?" "Without the shedding of blood 
there is no remission," &c. But neither of these passages 
declares, that, "it behooved the Infinite God lo suffer;" 
neither demands, " ought not the Divine Nature to have 
suffered these things?" neither affirms that, '' without the 
shedding of the blood of the Supreme Being, there is no 
remission." No, nor betwixt the lids of the Bible, is there 
a solitary declaration, that, the Divine Justice, ever required 
ao Infinite Sacrifice, Declarations of this character are to 
be found in human creeds^ " the work of merCs hands^^ but 
notm the Word op God. 

Our author then has failed to show, that Infinite Sufferings 
were ever required; and if required, he has &iled to show that 
they were endured by Jesus Christ He has expressly 
admitted, that,' Hhe Divine Nature cannot suffer, cannot 
be wounded for our transgressions, nor bruised for our iniqui* 
ties." So that the Infinite Atonement, so much dwelt upon 
by our Trinitarian brethren, is, after all, upon their owq 
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admissioDs, in effect, reduced down to just what we believe 
to be, the simple truth ; that not Gkxi, but, a created, depen- 
dant, finite, and mortal being, suffered and died for sinfai 
man ; and that God has ordained this suffering and death of 
Jesus, to be an efiectual means in the hands of His infinite 
grace for the redemption of sinners from sin and misery, td 
holiness and happiness. 

Mr. Baker thinks he discovers another necessity for his 
doctrine. He says, of Christ, that, he must have a Human 
Nature, to hvve a brother^ s heart, end that he has *' a Ditinb 
Nature to have an Almighty Arm." We cordially agree 
with him, that, " we need a Saviour that can come near 
and not overwhelm us ; one that can be touched with a feel* 
ingof our infirmities; having been tempted in all points, like 
as we are, yet without sin. Such a Mediator, we poor child« 
ren of the dust, do greatly need." Indeed, his refiections apon 
the sympathy, the tenderness, and condescension of Jesus are 
all admirable. We rejoice with him, that our bleseed Re- 
deemer '* has a human nature to sympathise with us." But 
when he speaks of the necessity of his having ^ a Divine 
Nature to succor, and to save us," he is transcending, as it 
appears to us, the authority of the Divine Testimony. We 
can conceive of no such necessity. We tegftrd our Savioitr 
as having a brother' s hearty filled with all the afiection which 
we have just seen attributed to his Human Nature, aiid, at the 
same time, wc believe, (hat, God has invested him with every 
power necessary to our aid and salvation. And with ikeie 
views, we rely upon him ibr succor add salvation, tvich as 
ifiuch confidence as we possibly could do, under the infloence 
of any views whatever. 
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There is, fet, another consideratloD, which seems in the 
aathor's eyes to stamp importance upon his doctrine ; and that 
is, that it furnishes ^^ an unansvirerable argument for the truth 
of the Christian religion." <' Such a docirine,^^ he affirms, 
*' unrevealed, could nerer have entered the mind of men, or 
Angels?"* If it is to be supposed, that the more incompre- 
hensibility and apparent absurdity a doctrine carries with it 
to our understandings, the greater is the evidence, that it is 
not of human origin, but that it must be a revelation from 
Heaven, why then we may justly suppose, that the divinity of 
the doctrine in question rests on the very firmest foundations 
imaginable. On the same grounds, a Roman Catholic might 
claim the strongest proof for the Divine origin of his doctrine 
of Transubstantiation, and affirm, that it furnishes the most 
unequivocal evidence of the truth of the Christian religion. 
With like propriety might he assert, ^^Sitch a doctrine, unre- 
vealed, could never have entered the mind of men or Angels i" 
It 18, indeed, a mournful reality, that ive do find many doctrines 
of wide prevalence so manifestly absurd, that to a considerate 
understanding, it would be still more mournful for the interests 
of religion, if the conclusion should prevail, that all the wild 
vagaries which have rioted in the distempered brains of 
religious fanatics, have, in their very strangeness, and 
remoteness from human reason, a sufficient evidence that 
they came as revelations from God. Now, of all the fiilse 
doctrines which frail men have attributed to the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, I know not of one more thoroughly adapted to bewilder 
the intellect, and to stagger the &ith of investigating minds, 
than it that of the " two natures," including the whole ^tnys' 
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tery of the Trinity." I know not of one, which has been a 
more efficient and fruitful source of scepticism and of confirm- 
ed infidelity. 

However it may be with Mr. Baker and his brethren, as 
for us, we find so many other arguments which we deem 
unanswerable, for the truth of the Christian religion, in 
doctrines plainly revealed, that we have no disposition to 
invent the ** mystery of the two-fold nature," for the purpose 
of being able to wage a more successful warfare with 
infidels. 

Before concluding the present general division of my dis- 
course, I deem it not unsuitable to remark, that, the doctrine of 
the ^' two natures," gives no additional authority to the teach- 
ings of Jesus. It invests the truth he has declared, with no 
stronger claims upon our confidence, — with no greater power 
over our souls, to maintain that the Divine Nature formed a 
part of his being, than it does, to hold with us, that although 
this Divine Nature did not form a part of his being, 
yet, existing in the Person of the Father, It dictated to the 
Mediator, all that he uttered, and performed. We look upon 
his authority, indeed, as delegated authority ; but, being de- 
legated from God Himself, it is the authority of God. 
He spake not of himself, but by dictation from the Supreme 
Being. The wisdom, therefore, which he manifested, is the 
wisdom of God ; the precepts he delivered, are the precepts 
of God ; his cautions, and warnings, and reproofe, and threat- 
enings, are the cautions, and warnings, and reproofs,, and 
threatenings of God ; his promises, the promises of God ; and 
his example is the practical righteousness of God. The 
councils he gives, the fears he excites, the hopes he inspires, — 
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ia fine, all the troths which he utters, are to be as in&llibly 
relied opoo, as they should be, if they were addressed to oi 
by the Eternal Father in his own Infinite Person. A more 
competent authority than this, cannot be recognized in his 
religion, by any system whatever. 

Thus have we patiently gone through, with what we be* 
lieve to be, a &ir and candid consideration of the several 
ends, to which our author deems his doctrine important 
That doctrine, 1 have attempted to show, is not only a mere 
supposiiion, a mere assumption of uninspired men ; but tha^ 
it is a supposition, an assumption, which is not necessarily 
implied by any representation adduced by our author from 
the Sacred Volume; that it is unnecessary to the harmony of 
the Sacred Scriptures; that it even serves greatly to increase 
the difficulty of understanding them; that it is unnecessary to 
any part of Christ's Mediatorial work^ unnecessary to give 
merit to his obedience, efficacy to his sufierings, or authority 
to his teachings. How far I have succeeded, in what I set 
out to do, you, my candid bearers, are left to judge. I am 
now arrived at the close of what I designed to say under h e 
head of my third objection. Several important particulars 
remain to be advanced. 

I OBJECT, FOURTHLY, to the doctrioe, " that Jesus Chrisij 
as Mediator, possesses two natures, the Divine and Human, 
in mysterious yet all harmonious union^ that, as applied by 
Trinitarians, it is subversive of all our consistent conceptions 
of that fundamental article of all true religion. The Unity 
OF Gon. To maintain that the Father is the Infinite God| 
and that there is another Person, distinct from HiTn who is 
likewise an Infinite God, we say, is, in efiect, to hold to a 
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flurtUity of Oods. We know that our opposers profess as 
deep concern for the unity of the Deity as we do. Bat, 
whilst they profess this, in one hreath, we say, they, in efifect, 
deny it in another. We cannot possibly conceive of any 
greater absurdity, than that with which they are chargeable, 
when in connexion with the doctrine of three persons, 
each of whom is God, they profess to believe that there is but 
one God. 

Our author, however, seems to think that he has found out 
a way of stating the case, which reconciles ail apparent in- 
consistency, solves the entire difficulty, and renders the whole 
matter, at which he confesses " some have stumbled," quite 
plain and intelligible. It may be well enough, in passing, 
to take a brief view of his statement and mode of demonstra- 
tion. With that boldness of i^rtion, which we have had so 
frequent occasion to notice in his Sermon, he begins, '^ Now 
I affirm, and can demonstrate, that it does not inroive the 
shadow of an absurdit}^ *, foi when wo say that there are three 
persons in the Godhead, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost — and these three are one God, the same in substance, 
equal in power and glory, observe! we do not say that they 
are three in the same sense, in which they are orte — nor otu 
in the same sense in which they are three. This would be 
an absurdity. But, we say, in one sense Three — ^in another 
One. Is there any thing incredible in this ? By no means : 
rain, hail and snow are three distinctions of one and the same 
element; and although I would not say that rain is hail, nor 
that hail is snow, yet 1 will say, what I have a right to say, 
and what is manifestly true — in substance they are one, pre- 
senting three distinctions. Even so, in the unity of tha God- 
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head. Although I would not say that the Father ia the SoOi 
nor the Son the Holy Ghost, yet I will say, what I have a 
right to say, and what is certainly a great Bihle truth — in es- 
sence they are one, in distinction three." Another illustra* 
tion, which he introduces for the same purpose, is, that " JICeui 
consists of three distinctions — body, soul and spirit." '^ By 
the body," he continues, " we understand the material frame ; 
by the soul, the animal life, which we have in common with 
the brutes that perish ; and by the spirit, (usually called the 
soul,) thei mmortal principle. Now, here we perceive a three- 
fold existence, not only in union, but in unity. This man writes 
a letter ; the hand, the material frame, grasp? the pen ; the 
soul, the fmimal life, animates the hand, — and the spirit, the 
immortal principle dictates the letter."* 

It is the case with some men, my hearers, that they have a 
most convenient faculty, when they come athwart a difficulty 
which they cannot remove, of raising around it such a cloud 
of dust, as may serve to hide it from minute inspection, and so 
far confuse the sight of spectators, that, without further exam- 
ination, they may be led to take a downright affirmation, that 
there is no difficulty in the way, for truth. An ingenious ar- 
rangement of words may be sometimes successful in hiding 
from observation, the deformities of a system ; but it can nev- 
er convert absurdity into consistency, nor error into truth. 

The author would have us think, that he takes away from 
his doctrine ail inconsistency, when he simply declares of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, that, in one sense they are 
three, in another, one. Now, as it appears to me, it would 
not relieve it from absurdity in the least, if he could even find 

* Bee note on page 10 of Mr. Baker's Sermon. 
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t^ thottsand sensu in which he might call these three persons 
&ne, Paul informs us, that, ^ God hath made of one blood, 
all nations of men." If he had then added, ^ all men are, 
therefore, one in respect to a common origin and natnre, there 
woald have been no absurdity in it Bat if he had said, M 
the men that dwell upon the face of the earth, are otdy one 
man, our understandings would have revolted from ikis, as 
from an absurdity. So, when he speaks of himself and 
Apollos as b^g one, in their gospel labors^ we meet with 
nothing absurd. But, if he had said, that he and . Apoll<» 
were one and the sttme being^^-^ne and the same mam, his 
declaration would hare shocked us as a &lsehood. We w31 
even suppose the case, that three men should be, in all respects 
alike, and equal the one to the other,— >all equally endowed, 
and all engaged in precisely the same business. We might 
say of them, if we choose, these three are one^^in nature, in 
iQtellectual and moral qualities, in phyBicsi mtake, and inoceu* 
pation ; but w^ could not say, with truth, these three men are 
ene and the same man, — one and the same indiWdual being. 
So, even admitting that there were three distinct persons, each 
of whom was a Grod, and admitting too, that tliey all had a 
common nature, aud that they were, in all respects alilee, and 
equal the one. to the other. — what would it all prove f Why, 
plainly, that there were three Gods. Now, though you should 
think proper to call these three Gods ohe, in ten thousand 
senses, yet yon could not say, without absurdity, that these 
Ih^ee Gods were one and the Same Go&. Go into the hea-^ 
then mythology, and ysu will find an abundance of distinct 
persons of whoiti you might say, in respect to many particulars, 
they are one, but this does not shield the heathen from the 
charge of worshipping a plurality of Gods. 
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A polydieiflt might declare, that hit army of Qoda ail bad a 
eammoii celeitial nature, and that, although, they certainly 
were dietinct persona, engaged in diiSferent offices, yet all to* 
gether, they were to be regarded as forming the one immense 
mass of Divine Essence which controls all the destinies of the 
universe. Thus he might urge, '< in substance — in essence 
*-ihey are one, in distinction'' — ^perhaps, thirty thou- 
sand. But all this would £ul to convince a christian, that 
this qoihling sophist was not a polytheist All this would 
&il to convince him, that there was not even the shadow of 
an absurdity, in his affirming, that whilst he worshipped a 
number of distinct persons, each of whom he called God, he 
believed in and worshipped only one God. 

Now, I can scarcely imagine how the benighted pagans 
would be able to frame language, more directly conveying 
the idea of distinct Deities, than that made use of by Trini- 
tarians in their ascriptions to each of the thrbe distinct 

PNBSONS. 

For, in the first place, what are we to understand by " three 
dietittot persons," other than three distinct individual beings, 
each having a mind,-<^ consciousness and will peculiar to 
lumself ? If the terms used have any definite meaning at all, 
I should like to have it explained, what else they can mean, 
la the second place, each of these persons considered bjf Mn^ 
seif sepATotelf^ is held forth afr- a complete,--«a perfect Grod. 
If either were supposed to be wanting in any perfection which 
coBotitutes the Pbsfsct One Only True God, then, it ia 
plain. He would be less than Infinite, less than Gtod, and con- 
sequently noi God. 

In the third pkce, each is called, stpm^ddif hy himnlf^ 
QoD. Thus, we hear (^ God the Father, and God the Son, 



V 
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and Gkxi the Holy Ghost. In the fourth place, each is a dis- 
tinct ohject of worship. Thus, we hear devotion now paid to 
God the Father, then to God the Son, and then to God the 
Holy Ghost And, finally, each is represented as invested 
with distinct offices, and as performing distinct individual 
acts. 

Thus, we continually hear them represented as loving one 
another, as holding conversations together, as entering into 
mutual agreements, as acting distinct parts, and fulfilling 
distinct duties. The Father is angry ; the son takes it upon 
himself to appease his anger ; the Holy Ghost is a minister 
of sanctification and consolation. The Father chooses ; the 
Son is chosen. The Father sends ; the Son is sent. Now, 
how could you possibly express the distinction betwixt any 
three individuals in the Universe, more fully than that of the 
three persons of the Trinity is here expressed ? [ cannot 
see how. If each of them is called a distinct person — ^if 
each considered separately by himself is regarded as a com- 
plete, a perfect God — if each when separately spoken of, is 
called God — if each is separately worshipped as a God — if 
each performs separate acts as a God — and if it would not be 
proper, a? our author admits that it would not be, to '^ say that 
the Father is the Son, nor the Son the Holy Ghost"— if all this 
is so, is it not just as evident as that three units are three, that 
<< these three distinct persons amount to three distinct Gods ?" 
I can conceive of nothing more evident. So long then, as 
we have any confidence in Arithmetic, or in common sense, 
we must regard it as utterly absurd to maintain that these three 
are one and the same God. But let us follow the author's 
demonstration— '^ Rain, hail and snow are three distinctions 
of one and the same element,^ — ^in substance, they are one, 
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Qtiog three diatmetione." Now^ if Jie believed that God 
one great roass of divine mind, of which the Father 
loeed one-third, the Son a second third, and the Holy 
t the remaining third, there would be propriety and force 
I comparison. He might say for instance, to render th^ 
r a little plainer, " I hold in my hand a vessel containing 
K)Qnd of one and the same element Observe 1 however, 
n this one pound of one and the same clement, there are 
nted three distinctions — one is rain, the other is hail, and 
ther is snow. Each of these is but one third of a pound. 
3ree, therefore, make but one pound. Even so with the 
I and unity of the . Supreme Being. He is one ; in 
ce one, numerically one. Yet in this one God are three 
ctions — the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost All 
consist of one and the same essence, and each being a 
part of the one God, all together form but one God." 
suppose he should point to three different vessels— one 
ining a pound of rain, another a pound of hail, and a 
a pound of snow, and should say, that these three pounds 
int three distinctions of one and the same element In 
ce all three are one ; but this is not all, — ^these three 
is together make but one pound. *^ Although I would 
ly that rain is hail, nor that hail is snow, yet I will say 
I have a right to say, and what is manifestly true," that 
tily '^ in substance they are one, presenting three distiuc- 
' but also, that either pound by itself is equal in weight 
it of all three pounds together, and that therefore all three 
Is together make but one and the same pound. If he 
lid this, you would have seen an absurdity in it at once, — 
A me ask if it would not have been a true parallel to 
lews of the Trinity? Does he not believe that the three 
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persons are not only one in essence, but that each person is 
equal to the whole Godhead — in a word, that three distinct 
indiriduals, each of whom is a perfect Gkxl, constitute but one 
and the same individual and perfect Grod. 

This certainly is the sum and substance of the doctrine of 
the Trinity; and if this does not involve an absurdity, what 
in the Universe does? We cannot think our author very 
fortunate in his next attempt at a parallel, which is, in the 
union of soul, body, and spirit, in man. Thpse separately, are 
but parts of one individual man. Neither of these parts by 
itself, would constitute what we commonly understand by a 
man. It no more approaches an absurdity to say that these 
several parts of our nature unite in forming one person, than 
it does to say that flesh, bones and blood unite to form one hu- 
man body. But if we should say that three distinct human 
souls make but one and the same soul, or that three distmct 
human bodies make but one and the same body, we should be 
guilty of asserting an absurdity not unlike that of calling 
three distinct infinite persons one and the same Infinite God. 
But, I have dwelt longer upon this division of my discourse 
than I had designed. I trust, that from what has appeared, 
even in these few remarks, you will be led with me to the 
conclusion, that every argument which is &tal to a plurality 
of Gods, is alike fatal to the doctrine of the Trinity.* 



■« 



* It may be proper to remind the reader, that the terms Trinity, 
Triune God, three persons in one God, dkc, ard not to be nwt with 
in the Bible. Nor does it contain the expressions in relation to the 
Godhead, of first person, or second person, or third person. Nor do 
we read in Revelation, the phrases God the Son, and God the Holy 
Spirit, but invariably the Son of God, and the Spirit of God, or the 
Holy Spirit. Those expression are all of uninspired i creed makiof 
orlgia. 
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/ OBJECT, FIFTHLY, to the doctrine, " thai Jesus Christ 
as Mediatory possesses two natures, the Divine and Human^ 
in mjfsieriouSj but all harmonious union ;" that it goes direct- 
ly to implicate the honesty of our Lord, to throw obscurity 
and coafusioD over his most explicit teachings, and thereby to 
destroy the proper influence of his precepts and example. 
This, I am aware, is a most serious charge ; and nothing 
could have induced me to bring it forward, but a thorough 
conyiction that it is justly founded, and that it carries with it 
great force. Let me select, out of many, one or two instances 
only, for illustration. Jesus says, " I can of mine own self 
do nothing." John v. 30. He says this in the most unquali- 
fied manner. He no where intimates, that by his own self 
is to be understood only a very inferior part of himself The 
declaration is as full and positive as any declaration can be. 
What, then, could he have expected us to understand from his 
words, other than that he was entirely dependent upon anoth- 
er Being for all his power? If, then, it is in any sense true, 
that he was the Omnipotent Jehovah, did he utter the 
simple unequivocal truth, when he declared, " Of mine own^ 
self lean do nothing?'^ Did he not use language most di- 
rectly adapted to convey to others an erroneous impression,— 
in regard, too, to a most important subject ? And was this 
such plain, honest dealing, as we ought to have expected 
from his guileless lips ? 

But, again, he says, "But of that day, and that hour, know- 
eth no man, no, not the Angels which are in Heaven, neither 
the Son, but my Father onlyJ^ Mark xiii. 32. Now, if 
in any sense it is true, that the Son is the Omniscient God, 
could it be also true, that there was any thing which he did 
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not know? that there was a day and an hour of which he 
was ignorant ? Admit that he had two, or, if you please, two 
hundred natures, and yet, if, in either of these, he knew all 
things, would it be true, that there was any day, hour, or 
event, of which he did not know 1 To us, it seems not 
Suppose, for instance, that Mr. Baker had a neighbor who 
was an eye and an ear witness to certain important transac- 
tions; and that he should call him into a court of justice to 
give his testimony concerning them. And suppose that the 
witness should solemnly declare that he knew nothing of 
them. Suppose that he should arraign the witness with the 
charge of perjury, for having denied a knowledge of what 
he must have been perfectly well acquainted with. And 
suppose him to reply, thus, " Sir, it is very true, that I 
did know of those transactions, and, it is also true, that I 
testified that I did not know of them. But you do me great 
wrong to accuse me of perjury. I do affirm, and can 
demonstrate, that there is not even the shadow of perjury or 
falsehood, or any thing at all inconsistent with the most plain 
and honest dealing in the world, in any thing to which I 
have testified. For, you ought to be aware, that I derive my 
knowledge through five distinct senses. Now when I bore 
witness that I did not know of those transactions, I did not 
really know of them, for it is certain, that through the 
senses of seeing and hearing I did obtain a perfect knowl- 
edge of them. No, sir, all I meant to say, and, surely, 
no good christian could possibly mistake my meaning, 
was, that I did not become acquainted with them through the 
medium of my other senses. For instance, I did not acqtiire 
the knowledge, either by smelling, tasting, or feelmg." 
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Woald such a reply satisfy oar author that this neigh- 
bor was a frank, honest, aosophisticaled man? Barely 
not. But what better plea do the advocates of the ^^ Two Na- 
tures'^ put up for our Lord, when they say, that there are two 
distinct natures, which, together, constitute the Son, and that, 
although it is certain, that the Son, in the exercise of the attri- 
bntes of one of these natures did possess a perfect knowledge 
of the day, and hour, of which he spake, yet he might, with 
the most unequivocating reracity, declare that he did not know 
of them, since he had also another nature, which of itself 
would be insufficient to make him acquainted with every 

thing. 

Or, if you do not like this illustration, take another. Oar 

author satys, " Speaking, for example, of this man, I say he 
has flesh, bones and blood. These are not the attributes of 
the soul, but of the body." '' Again, speaking of the very 
same individual, I affirm that he has memory, will and an- 
derstanding — these belong not to the body, but to the soul." 
Now, my hearers, suppose that this same individual knew of 
important facts which had occurred upon a certain day aiid 
hoar, and upon being called upon to testify of them, he should 
reply, " of that day and hour I am utterly ignorant, I know 
nothing at all concerning the events of which you speak." 
Would it save his character for veracity, if he should after- 
wards undertake to justify himself for declaring what was not 
true, by reminding you that he had a body as well as a soul 
and by asserting, that, although in his highest nature, — in his 
soul, he certainly did know what he had professed to be igno. 
rant of, yet, in saying that he was ignorant of that day and 

hour, he only meant to say, that his inferior nature, — his 

8 
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body, — ^his flesh, — bones, — and blood, did not know of them? 
You seem astonished, but I ask again, what better plea than 
this is put up for the honesty of our blessed Lord, by those 
■ who regard him as the Omniscient God 1 I can conceive of 
none better. 

I do beseech our Trinitarian brethren, many of whom I 
know would be as unwilling as we are, to advance any thing 
which they saw would reflect discredit upon the immaculate 
Redeemer, — I beseech them seriously to reflect upon what 
seem to us the necessary consequences resulting to bis charac- 
ter, from their doctrine. Let them reflect, too, upon the alarm- 
ing countenance which such views of Christ's example is 
naturally adapted to afibrd to the use of mental reservations 
and various equivocal modes of expression. If he is supposed to 
have recognized it as a just principle in himself to say things 
having^ a direct bearing upon a most important doctrine, 
which are utterly false, except upon the supposition of an un- 
expressed qualiflcation,— of a mental reservation, why may 
not his followers recognize like principles as just in themt 
And how can we be certain that he did not carry the same 
principle into his other teachings, as well as into those decla- 
rations which we have just noticed ? How can we be sure, 
that beneath his most apparently explicit statements, upon al- 
most any subject, there was not some hidden reservation of his 
mind, which, if expressed, would give an entirely new com- 
plexion to the meaning of his words ? You discover, how 
derogatory to Jesus, hov^ licentious in its moral influence, 
and how embarrassing to oar enquiries for Christian truth, 
is the principle of interpretation upon which the doctrine of 
the <* two natures'' is built 
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i 
.' ' 

And now, I beg you to pause, and take a candid view of the 
extreme nnbiraeas of the groanda aasumed by TTtnitariana, 
folk the defence of their ayatem. They bring up a few seal* 
tared, obacure and inaulated texts. I say a few — for after all, 
the paaaagesnpon which they place anything like a tolerably 
Strong reUance for the support of the Trinity, are by no 
means nunierona. To these texts they give an interpretation 
to aoit their views. We meet them, by showing that these 
texts admit of a very different coDstniction. They affirm 
that their interpretation is the only true one. We believe 
as much for ours. Neither party is inspired ; neither infalli- 
ble. The mere affirmation of the Unitarian, is, therefore, just 
as good as that of the Trinitarian. Thus &r, we will sup. 
poae, the controversy to hang equally balanced. To what 
must we appeal for a decision ? There are but two resorts-* 
to reason, and to the general strain of teaching in the Sacred 
Scriptures. Well, we appeal to reason ; and they acknowl- 
edge that their doctrine borrows not a single ray of evidence 
ttotn it ; they admit that it is all a mystery. But all tbi^ 
saiy they, avails nothing ; for reason is carnal and dangerous, 
and has nothing to do with our religious faith. We then ap* 
peial to the most plain and current teachings of the Bible. 
We appeal to upwards of three thousand texts, all of which 
we believe to be inconsistent with their views. Amongst 
these, we point out upwards of three hundred, wherein the 
Bon is declared positively, and by the clearest implication, to 
be subordinate to the Father, deriving his being from Him, 
receiving from Him all his authority and power, and acting- 
wholly in accordance with His commandments. Such a 
weight of testimony, we contend, ought to decide the point in 



88 OBJECTIONS TO THS DOCTRINS 

our &yor. How do they meet ust Do they deny the Di* 
Tine authority of the testimoDy we bring? No : they admit 
it all. But, they invent the doctrine that Jesus is in one na* 
lure, God, and in another, man. I say they invetU it, — they 
suppose it,, — they auume it ; for, when we ask them for their 
authority, they do not pretend that they can lay their finger 
upon a single text which states it. What, then, is the import 
of all this management? In plain language does it not 
amount to this? "Oar opinions must be, and shall be sup> 
ported, at all hazards. You may bring all the arguments in 
the Unirerse against them, and we will tell you that human 
reason has nothing to do with the matter. .And as to the 
Scriptures, though you should bring ten thousand texts more 
than yeu do, we could evade them all. For, we have invent* 
ed a principle of interpretation, which shelters us from all at. 
tack in that quarter. We have assumed a principle, which 
not only sets aside, from us, the force of every thing that Je- 
sus has said of his inferiority to the Father, but every thing 
which he possibly could say. For, though he had declared 
ten thousand times, in the most explicit terms that could be 
formed from human language, that he was not the Supreme 
Qod, though the same expressions were echoed and re-echoed 
by Prophet and Apostle, from beginning to end of the Bibloi 
what would it all avail ? We should only have to say, ' this 
was spoken of his human nature merely;' and all controver- 
sy is at an end." I am not surprised that our author, in view- 
ing such a bulwark for his creed, should exclaim, « If it be a 
mystery, it is a charming, blessed mystery, full of sweetness 
as well as full of wonder." It must certainly be admitted te 
be full of wonder ; and to our opposers it aQ$wer$ << a charia^ 
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iog" pnrpote to fheker Iheir favorite fysttm from the powir 
of oToa the most potiti?e and frequeot declarationt of Gtod't 
wonL 

Oar aothor was mutakeD, when he said, io reference lo 
his construction of certain texts, " he that can by his power 
iMreak down these walls of adamant, or by his ingenuity can 
undermine or scale them, can do any ihing^^ We honestly 
beliere that we hare shown those '^ walk of adamant** to aJ^ 
ford no security whatever for his doctrine ; but there art 
flumy things which we cannot, which we dare not do. Im 
neveiml respects we lack the moral ability — the daringneas of 
OUT Trinitarian brethren. We cannot, we dare not handle 
the most unequivocal and frequent declarations of God's word, 
as they do. In boldnees of assertion, in fertility of invention, 
in suppoeitions and assumptions, and in what appears to us a 
headlong trampling over the most manifest dictates of com* 
mon sense, and the plainest proo& of Scripture, we cannot 
keep pace with them, and we are in nowise emulous of con* 
test. 

I now invite your serious and candid attention to the con* 
chiding division of my subject I am hastening to a most 
important topic ; one which must fix the decision of the great 
question before us, and one on which I rely, for the justness 
of my cause, with more confidence, than upon all other con* 
siderations. 

J OBJBOT,THBN, SIXTHLY and finally, to the doctrine, thai 
'^ Jeeus is in one nature the Supreme God," that it wars with' 
the most plain and positive declarations, and with the current 
strain of the Sacred Scriptures. I have had, indeed, in the 
coiixse of the preceding remarks, frequent occasion to alludo 

8« 



90 OBJKOTIONS TO THS JIOCTKXHB 

lo this &ct ; bat, lest I ma j be accused of merely assaming in* 
stead of proving it, I deem it important to lay before you, in 
a collected and summary form, a train of expressions con- 

eeming our Saviour, running through a great portion of the 
Bible. 

I wish, however, to premise a single remark. If it be 
true that Jesus is in one nature God, you will perceive that 
this is infinitely the most remarkable &ct appertaining to his 
history. Every thing relating to him as a mere man, dwin- 
dles into comparative insignificance. If the Eternal Jehovah 
was bom of a woman, if He inhabited the body of an in&nt, 
and, in a human form, moved familiarly among men-— of all 
the wonders which earth has witnessed, this certainly was 
the most astonishing. When, therefore, the Holy Bards of 
Judea foretold the coming of the Messiah, if they regarded 
him as in one nature the Ood of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, it 
would be the last thing that we should look for, for them to 
lose sight of this momentous truth. We should most natu* 
rally expect this to be a prominent — an all-absorbing theme 
with them. And more especially if a belief of it were regard* 
ed by them, as it is by its advocates in our day, as essential — 
as, indeed, indispensable to salvation, we should expect them 
to guard their language on this head, from all possible mis- 
construction. Least of all, should we expect to find in their 
writings numerous expressions eminently calculated to con- 
yey a different impression. We should expect to find this 
the great and leading tnith, standing forth to view in unquea. 
tionable characters, through the whole line of prophecy, from 
the page of Moses to that of Malachi, that the God of their fii- 
thers was to visit the earth as the Messiah oi t);ieir Nation 
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and the SaTiour of the World. A like care we should ex<» 
pect to be exhibited in the writings of his chosen historians. 
All this, I am sure, you will agree, we should most rational* 
ly and justly look for. Now, how does the case stand? Let 
us candidly and faithfully enquire. I will begin with the 
prediction of Moses. ^ The Lford thy God toill raise up un- 
to thee a Prophet^ from the midst of thee, of ihy brethren^ 
like unto me ; unto him shall ye hearken. And the Lord 
said unto me / wUl raise them wp a Prophet from among 
their brethren, like unto thee ; and I toill put my words into 
his mouth, and he shall speak unto them all that I shall 
command him." Deut. xviii. 15, 17, 18. 

Here is predicted a Prophet like imto Moses, raised up 
from among his brethren^ uttering the things which God 
commanded him. Is this language descriptive of the Infinite 
Jehovah? Would Moses have called, without any qualifi* 
cation whatever, a Being whom he regarded as his Makbr, 
a Prophet like unto him ? Would he have represented the 
Eternal God as having brethren — as being raised up from 
among them— «s having words put into his mouth — and as 
speaking what hewcbs commanded to speak? Surely not. 
If then Jesus was the Supreme Gk)d, this prophecy docs not 
apply to him. But Peter, in the third chapter of Acts, as* 
snres his brethren that it does apply to his Master, and is 
completely fulfilled in him. His words are, '*For, Moses 
truly said unto the &thers, a, Prophet shall the Liord your 
God raise up unto you of your brethren like unto me ; him 
shall ye hear in all things, whatsoever he shall say unto you.'* 
He adds " This Scripture is fulfilled. For, unto you first, 
Gdd having raised up his Son Jesus, sent him to bless you, 
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by taming away every ooe of you from his ioiquitiefl." Yoti 
will see at one glance how perfectly incongruous is this pro- 
diction of Moses, and this application of it by Peter, with the 
idea that either Mosies or Peter regarded the Messiah as the 
Infinite God. We have seen what " Mooes in the law did 
write" concerning the Christ. Let us now look at the 
Prophecy of Isaiah — and in the thirteenth chapter we shall 
find the following prediction : ^ Behold my servant whom I 
upholdf my elect in whom my soul delighteth, I have put my 
spirit upon him ; he shall bring forth judgment to the Gen- 
tiles ; he shall not cry, nor lift up, nor cause his voice to be 
heard in the street A bruised reed shall he not break, and 
the smoking flax shall he not quench ; he shall bring forth 
judgment unto truth." 

Does this language apply to the Eternal Qodi Could it 
be said of Him, that He was a servant vpheld and chosen, 
with the Spirit put wp4m Him by another % Certainly not 
If Jesus, then, were the Eternal God, this prediction of Isai- 
ah does not apply to him. But the Evangelist Matthew, in 
the twelfth chapter of his Gospel, does apply it to his Master, 
declaring ''that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by 
the Prophet Esaias " and then quoting the passage which I 
have just repeated. 

Next, turn to the sixty-first chapter of Isaiah, and you will 
find the Messiah described in the following words: ^The 
Spirit of the Lord Grod is upon me, because the Lord hath 
anointed me, to preach good tidings unto the meek. He 
hath sent me to bind up the broken hearted, to proclaim liber* 
ty to the captives, and the opening of the prison doors to them 
&at are hound; to proclaim the accq;)table year of the Lord.'' 
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Here, I would ask again, is this language descriptive of the Su- 
preme God? Oould it be said of Him, that the Spirit of the 
Lord God was upon Him, that he was anointed by another 
to preach, and that he was sent by the One God 1 Clearly 
not If then Jesus was the Supreme God, this prediction 
does not apply to him.' But Jesus himself declares that it 
does apply to him, and that it is fulfilled in him. In the 
fourth chapter of Luke, we find it recorded that he read this 
passage in the Synagogue, and immediately added, " This 
day is this Scripture fulfilled in your ears." Jesus therefore 
represented himself not as the Supreme God, but as a subor- 
dinate agent, upon whom the Spirit toas put by the Supreme 
God, and who teas anointed and sent by Him. 

I will conclude my testimony from the prophecies, by di* 
recting your attention to the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, 
where you will find the following prediction. " He shall 
grow up before Him as a tender plant, and as a root out of 
a dry ground ; He hath no form nor comeliness ; and when 
we shall see him, there is no beauty that we should desire 
him. He is despised and rejected of men, a man oCsorrowS| 
and acquainted with grief He toa^ oppressed and he was 
afflicted, yet he opened not his mouth. He is brought as a 
lamb to the slaughter ; and as a sheep before her shearers, is 
dumb, so, he opened not his mouth. And he made his grave 
with the wicked, and with the rich in his death, because ho 
had done no violence, neither was any deceit in his mouth." 
Does this language apply to the Supreme God 1 Would a 
Holy Prophet, express himself in such unqualified terms^ 
of a being whom he regarded in any nature, or in any sensej 
M the Supreme Qod ? Would he have ^id of a beipg vrhfm 
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he revered as the Eternal Self-Existent Jehovah, that " he 
grew up" " before'' the Eternal Self-existent God, ^^as a ten- 
der plant, — that he was a man of sorrows, — and that He toa$ 
oppressed and afflicted f Would he have declared of a Be- 
ing, whom he regarded as the Omnipresent, Eterlit* 
tNoand Omnipotent Jehovah, that He ioas brought as a 
lamh to the slaughter ; — that He was dumb as a sheep ; — that 
He made His grave with the wicked 7 Could the Prophet 
have spoken in such unqualified terms of his Maker ? I am 
sure, you will conclude with me, that it is utterly impossible. 
Tou will see at once, that such phraseology can only be de- 
scriptive of an entirely dependent, humble, suffering and dy- 
ing creature. If then Jesus is the Supreme God, this pre- 
diction does not apply to him. But Philip did apply it to his 
roaster. In the eighth chapter of Acts, we are informed, 
that an Ethiopian eunuch, whilst sitting in his chariot, 
was engaged in reading this identical prophecy. Philip 
joined him, and beginning at this same scripture, preached 
unto him Jesus. The result was, that the Ethiopian was 
converted ; but converted to what 7 To a belief that the 
person spoken of by the Prophet, was the Supreme 
God ? Nothing like it. Read his own confession, 
« I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God." This 
simple confession, it seems, was all that Philip required ; for 
he proceeded immediately to receive him into the Christian 
Church, by the usual ceremony of immersion. It appears 
then, that the Prophet predicted Jesus as a created and entire- 
ly dependant being ; that Philip expounded the prediction as 
descriptive of his Lord, and that the Ethiopian, by hearing 
the passage so expounded, became a true Christian convert 
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The concluston is, that, neither the Prophet, nor Philip, nor 
the Ethiopian, understood Jesus to he the Supreme God. 
Such is the testimony of Ancient Prophecy, and such the 
acknowledged application of it in the New Testament. 

Let us DOW advance to a notice of the express declarations 
of Jesus himself. And here, you will be pleased to bear ia 
mind, that it was the peculiar distinction of the Jews, from 
the surrounding nations, that they worshipped Onb Qod, 
Of this article of their faith, — the Unity of the Deity, they 
were strictly tenacious. They had never read in the Old 
Testament Scriptures, of a three-fold Divinity. They had 
no where been taught in them to adore a God existing in 
three distinct persons, and bearing the three distinct nameaof 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost But they had heard it 
solemnly declared, ''There shall be one Lord, and his name 
one." Zech. xiv. 9. They were able to enumerate no leas 
than about two thousand passages in their Scriptures, in which 
the Unity of the Supreme Being was clearly set forth. They 
had never been told that their Messiah was to possess two na* 
lures, in the one of which he was to be the God of their &• 
thers, and in the other a finite man. 

Amongst a people thus indoctrinated, Jesus came, "not to 
destroy the law, or the Prophets, but to fulfil." And what 
were his teachings? Did he tell his countrymen, that, 
through the whole of the Mosaic Dispensation, up to the 
time in which he addressed them, their nation had been in- 
Tolved in a most deplorable error, in believing that God was 
one instead of three? Did he inform them that their Prophet 
had committed a great mistake in declaring that the name of 
the God of Israel should be one ? Did he assert that He was 
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(0 be called three in person, and three in name t Listen to 
his own words, ^' And Jesus answered him, the first of all the 
commandments, is, hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is onb 
Lord." Mark xii. 29. Did he declare that Grod was three, 
and that he himself was two? Let his own words speak for 
themselves, both in regard to his own unity and that of Gcd, 
'^ I am 0716 who beareth witness of myself, and the Father 
beareth witness of me." John viii. 17. And, '^ This is eter- 
nal life that they might know thee, the only irvie God and 
lesus Christ whom thou host seni.^^ John xvii. 3. What 
language can be stronger than this? This last text is in a 
prayer addressed by our Lord to the Father, and it contains a 
positive assertion, that the Fathbii orUy is the true God. 
This pasaage alone, uttered by Jesus as a prayer, a duty be- 
longing not to Almighty God, but to a dependent creature, — 
making a full distinction betwixt God and Jesus Christ,— -de- 
claring the latter to have been sent, by the only true God, and 
asserting that the Father only is God. I say this passage, 
bringing into view all these particulars, ought, by itself alone 
one would think, to settle the whole question in debate. 

But we will proceed with our enquiries. Did our Lord 
assert that he was in one nature the Supreme God ? No — he 
never applied to himself the title of God even in its qualified 
and inferior sense. He called himself a man. He said to 
the Jews, *' But now ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told 
you the truth, which I have heard of Grod." John viii. 40. 
Did he claim for himself supreme homage ? No— he declar- 
ed " the true worshippers shall worship the Father." John iv. 
23. Did he pray to himself, or to any part of himself? No 
—he invariably prayed to the Father alone. Did he in a 
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single instance teach his followers to address God in three 
persons, to pray to the Holy Spirit as a distinct person, or to 
pray to the Son 9 No— his directions were, " When ye pray, 
say *• Our Father,' " &c. Did he claim to himself or for anf 
person distinct from the Father, the Father's Infinite Great- 
ness 1 Let his own words answer. " My F^tber is greaitr 
than IP John xiv. 28. And again, '< My Father it greater 
than cdl, John x. 29. Did he represent that he possessed a 
derived existence ? Let his own words reply. ''As the liv- 
ing Father hath sent me, and / live by the Father" John ▼. 
26. Again, ''As the Father hath life in Himself so hath 
he given to the Son to have life in himself" John v. 26. 
Again, " Ye both know me, and ye know whence I am: and 
/ am not come of myself but he that sent me, is true, whom 
ye know not. — But I know him ; for I am from Aim, and he 
ia4h tent me" John vii. 28, 29. Did he represent himself 
as infinitely good 9 Hear his own words. "Whycallest 
thou me good 1 There is none good hut one, that is God," 
Mark x. 18. If these words mean any thing — if our Saviour 
is not to he accused of a roost trifling levity of expression, they 
imply that his goodness was not to be spoken of in compari- 
son with the infinite goodness of God. Did he represent him- 
self as heing possessed of, and governed by, an infinitb 
WILL of his own ? Hear him again, " For I came down 
from Heaven, not to do my own will, but the will of Him 
that sent me." John vi. 38. Did he speak of himself as 
Omniscient? Hear him again, ''But of that day, and thai 
hour, knoweth no man; no, not the Angels which are in 
Heaven ; neither the son ; but, the Father" Mark xiii^ 
32. Did he lay claim to Omnipotence? He says, " I can Qf 
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nioe own self do nothing." John v. 30. Did be claim an 
vnderiTed authority? He says, ** All power is given unto 
me." Mat. xxviii. 18. '* The Son can da nothing ofkmseip^ 
John ▼. 19. Did he daim an nndem^d infinite wisdom % 
Hear his words. ''My ck>ctr]ne is not mine^ but Hit that 
nnt me." John vii. 16. " The words that I qieak unto you, 
/ iptak not of myself*^ John xiv. 10. **Ide nothing rfmy 
self; but as the Father hath taught me, I speak these things. 
And he that sent me is with me; the Father hath not left 
me alone, for I do always those things that please Him.'* 
John viil 28, 29. " For I have not ^ken of myself but 
the Father which sent me. He gate me a commandment 
what I shouki say, and what I i^ould speak. Whatsoeiw 
I speak, therefore, even as the Father said unto m«, so I 
^ak." John xii. 49, 50. '< And as the Father gsve mc 
commandment, even so I do?' John xiv. 31. '^I have kept 
my Fathei's commandments." John xv. 16. Thus you per« 
ceite in what unambiguous, positive terms, Jesus has denied 
Ae possession of eaeh individual attribute of the Deky. Tou 
will recollect that there is nothing in the connexion of either 
of these passages to inform us that wenre to understand Ian* 
goage uttered by our Lord difibrently from what we are ac< 
cuBtomed to understand it from the lips of other persons. No 
instance is fomished us, in which he says, ^ This I say of tny 
human nature only." No Prophet, no Apostle tells ns Aat 
tbeh^ Lord ever used the pronouns I^ minef me, and mine own 
Ulf to signify only a very inferior part of himself. Tou 
will recollect still further how guarded John in particular 
was in explainhug everything of his Misster's uttering^ which 
left the least room for misapprehension. For example, when 
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Jesiu 8Rid| '^ Diltroy this Temple, and in three daye I will 
nuae it up," John addi as an explaoatioo, to prerem aoy pot* 
aiUe miauoderataDdiog of hie meaning, " But Jesus spoke of 
the tem|de of bis body" Again, Jesus said to his disciples, 
^ Our friend Lazarus slaepeth, and I go that I may awaka 
him out of sleep." Jofao then explains — " Howbeit, JesQS 
spoke of bis death." And so, in quite a number of instancesi 
John taken special care lo prevent any misapprehension of oar 
I^ord^s meaning, by inserting a qualifying or explanatory 
clausei But in no one of the great nua)ber of instances in 
which Jesus speaks of bis inferiority to, and dependence en, 
the Father, does John, or any other of the Sacred Historians^ 
itsert a qualifying clause like the following — "But Ja> 
SOS spake of his human nature only." 

Reflect, still farther, upon the immense importance attri* 
bnted by Trinitarians to the belief, that Jesus is Qod; and 
then, with all these facts fresh in your minds, think how im< 
possible it must have been, for Jesus and his Inspired Histo* 
jrians, if he and they had entertained the same vieinrs concern- 
ing it, to send forth to the World so many, and such express, 
uni^lified declarations of his inferiority to the Father. How 
impossible it is, that he shoukl have been continually throw- 
ing out expresskins so thoroughly adapted to mislead men's 
minds upon a subject, where, it is insisted upon, that a mis- 
take is fruitful iu consequences of infinite woe t 

You have heard the testimony of Jesus. Now, listen to 
tfiat of bb Apostles. Hear Peter, filled with the Holy Spirit 
on the day of Pentecost, exclaiming to his countrymen, " Ye 
liisn of Israel, hear these words ; Jesus of Naxareth, a man 
approved ofQob among you, by miracles, and wonders, and 
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ugDBt which God did by Am, id the midst of you, as ye 
yourselves also know ; him, being delivered by the determi- 
nate counsel, and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and 
by wicked hands have crucified and slain ; whom Gon haik 
raised np^ And again, '* This Jesus hath Gon raised up, 
whereof we are all witnesses." And again, '* Therefore let 
all the house of Israel know assuredly that God hath made 
that same Jesus v^hom ye have crucified both Lord and 
Christ" Acts. ii. 22, 24, 32, 36. Again, hear << Peter and 
the other Apostles" affirming to the Jews, *' The God of our 
fiither raised up Jesus, whom ye slew and hanged on a tree. 
Him hath God exalted to be a Prince, and a Saviour." 
Actsv. 30, 31. Learn the devotion of Paul. '^Ibow my 
knees unto the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ." Eph. iii 
14. "I thank Gon through Jesus Christ." Rom.vii. 25. 
^ To God only wise, be glory through Christ." Rom. xvi 
87. " Thanks to God who giveth us the victory, through our 
Lord Jesus Christ" 1 Cor. xv. 57. Read his declaration in 
our text, ^* For, there is one God — and one Mediator betwixt 
God and men, the man Christ Jesus." Read his declaration 
to the Corinthians. '^ T%ere is none other God but one. For 
though there be that are called gods, whether in Heaven or in 
earth ; (as there be gods many and ferds many;) but to us 
there is but one God, the Father, of Whom are all things, 
and we in Him ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are 
all things, and we ^^ him.'' t Cor. viii. 4, 5, 6. How posi- 
tive is this passage. It asserts that there is but one God ; and 
who is this one God ? a three-fold Being, — a triune God, — a 
trinity of distinct persons, consisting of Father — Son— and 
Holy Ghost) O, my brethren, how difierentl " There is 
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but ONB God, the Father J^ It asBerti thea, that the Fathbe 
0nly 18 God, and that Jeaut Christ ia our Lord — i. e. Master. 
It represents God as the original source of all things, and Je^^ 
808 Christ as the appointed agent by whom He executes hii^ 
purposes. What Unitarian could use language more direct* 
ly expressive of his faith ? But again, read the address of thk 
Apostle to his Ephesian brethren. " One Lord, one faithy 
one baptism, one God and Fathbh of all who is above aUf 
ami through ally and in you alV^ Eph. vt. 5, 6. This Ian* 
guage is too plain and full to need comment: but passing 
orer a rast number of passages* of like bearing upon the dis« 

* " There are in the New Testamenti 17 passageB wherein the Far 
ther ia atyled One or only God, while there is not a single passage in 
which the Son is so styled. Those passages where the Father is styl- 
ed God, absokiUijft by way of eminmee and Stipremacff, are in number 
aSO. Thoae passages where He ia styled God, with peculiarty Hgk ii^ 
tU$ and ^fkkUs, or attributes, are in number 105. Thoae passages 
wherein it is deelared that all prayers and praises ought to be offered to 
HIM, and that every thing ought to be ultimately directed to his honor and 
glory, are in number 90. Passages wherein the Son is declared posi- 
tively, and by the clearest implication, to be sobordiitati to thh Fa^ 
THHR, deriving kis hoingjrom him, recehmgfiom him Ajs divine power, 
mnd acting in all ikini($ wholly according to Uiewill of the Father, are m 
number above 300. Of 1300 passages in the New Testament wherein 
the word God ia mentioned, not one of them necessarily implies a pla* 
rality of persons. To which may be added about 2000 passages in 
the Old Testament, in which the Unity of God is either positively ex> 
pressed or evidently implied. Is it not almost inoredible, that. In this 
amazing and endless oontroveray, nearly all the testimony whiob ia d^ 
red and intelligible, should appear to stand on one side only 7 What 
a wonder-working power ia infatuation, when it can drive men for- 
ward against such an overwhelming superiority of evidence and rea- 
soning as maybe brought in support of the nnity^of God!** 

9^ 
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fiinction betwixt our Lord and God, and upon the infinite su- 
premacy of the Father, I will conclude this chain of testimo- 
ny, by calling your attention to Paul's description of the final 
consummation of the Messiah's Kingdom. He says, " Then 
cometh the end, when he (Christ) shall ha? e delivered up the 
Kingdom to Gad, even the Father ; when he shall have put 
down all rnle, and all authority and power; for, he must 
reign till he hath put all enemies under his feet The last 
enemy that shall be destroyed is death. But when he saith, 
all things are put under him, it is manifest that He is excepted 
which did put all things under him. And when all things 
shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself 
he subject unto Him that put all things under him, that God 
may be all in all." 1 Cor. xv. 24-28. Upon the face of this 
text rest several important truths. The first we shall notice, 
IS, that Grod put all things under Christ ; which furnishes us 
with a plain proof that Christ did not originally and from all 
eternity possess his power, but that he received his dominion 
as a gift from God — that he conducted the afllairs of his King- 
dom as a subordinate agent of the divine pui poses. Another 
£ict worthy of observation, is, the absolute distinction which is 
drawn betwixt Christ and God. You will observe that this 
is not a distinction betwixt two persons of a Triune God — not 
betwixt the Son and the Father, considered as distinct mem- 
bers of the Godhead, but, a complete distinction betwixt the 
Son and God. The words are not '*• when he shall have de- 
livered up the Kingdom to God, the Father — Son — and Ho- 
ly Ghost," but " to God even the Father." And the con- 
cluding words are, " Then shall the Son also himself be sub- 
ject UDio Him that put all things under him " not that God 
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the Father — Sqd — and Holy Ghost, may be all in all, but that 
God may be all in all. Row could the Apostle have assert*, 
ed more clearly, that the Son was not God, thst the Son and 
God were two distinct beings 1 A remaining fact, meriting 
our present attention, is, that a time shall arrive, when the do* 
minion of the Son shall have come to an end, and his King- 
dom have been delivered up to God^ " whose dominion endu- 
reth forever." How could the Apostle have expressed bis 
conviction that the Son was not God, in stronger terms ? 

Now, my attentive and serious audience, disarm yourselves 
of all prejudice, — breakthrough the thraldom of the deep* 
rooted impressions of childhood, — cast aside the blind-folding 
bondages of human tradition, and with minds open to couvic* 
tion of the truth as it comes through His inspired messengers, 
fresh from the God of Heaven, — ^trace the whole tissue of an^ 
cient prophecy respecting your blessed Lord, — notice his own 
unqualified declarations, — observe the manner in which his 
disciples conducted themselves towards him, (and no where 
does it seem, as if they had the impression, that they were liv- 
ing on terms of intimacy with, or betraying, or denying, or 
forsaking the Supreme God of the Universe,) — reflect upon 
their general manner of speaking of him,—- consider, how 
vain were the attempts of the Jews to fasten upon him the 
charge of blasphemy, — consider, that amongst all the charges 
they made against the Apostles, not one charge is recorded, 
that they represented their master as the Almighty Jehovah, 
— trace the whole history of his life, from his humble birtk 
in the manger of Bethlehem, through his helpless infiincy^ 
and docile childhood beneath the guardianship of his parents, 
to his agony in the garden of Getbsemane, and bis sufferings 
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and death upon the cross of Mount Calvary ;— hear him pray- 
ingi— *Whatl ^he Independent Ghxl praying T^^heAT him 
exclaiming, " O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass 
from me; nevertheless, not as / wUl, but as thou wiliJ'-^ 
What I the Omnipotent God praying to Himself, that if it 
were possible, He might not be tormented and slain by His 
creatures, and exclaiming to Himself, not as I wiU^ but as 
Thou wilt ? — Hear him cry out upon the Cross, in all the 
melting expressiveness of forlorn anguish^ ^ My Gody my 
Body why hast TVum forsaken mef^ — What I the Eternal 
Qod demanding of Himself, why He had forsaken Himself^ 
— And, finally, after bis resurrection, hear him instructing 
Mary in this language, *' Go to my brethren, and say unto 
them, I ascend unto my Father, and your Father, and to my 
God and your GodJ^ — I say, notice, — reflect upon, — consid-* 
er all this, and then tell me, if you can still believe that your 
blessed Saviour ever designed to be regarded as the Supreme 
God % We certainly cannot so believe. To us, the Law 
and the Prophets, Jesus and the Apostles, all speak a different 
languaga On this subject, we have not one lingering doubt 
To our eyes the ray of the noon-day sun is no clearer, than 
that the Father only is the True God. It is from no school 
of mere human philosophy, that we have drawn our opinions. 
Much as we respect Reason, she is not of herself our reli- 
gious guide. We look to Jesus Christ as ^* the author and 
finisher of our fisiith:" and we cannot read his plain and oft- 
repeated declarations, without feeling that our meek and low- 
ly master, would be as de^y shocked as we are, to witness 
the homage due only to the Eternal God of Heaven, paid to 
hia created and dependent Son. 
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We are fully sensible that in these remarks, we arc strik* 
iag at the root of long and deeply planted prejudices. We 
know, that we are touching a chord in the sentiments of a 
large portion of the Christian community, which will awaken 
against us vibrations of the harshest human reproach. We 
feel that we have neither temporal nor eternal interest to em- 
brace and propagate our peculiar views, if they are errors. 
As It regards eternity, the salvation of our souls is of as deep 
moment to us, as that of theirs, is, to our Trinitarian brethren. 
And as it relates to this world, we court not the frowns and 
persecutions of a numerous and powerful and zealous party. 
We have no mad love to face the winds of public clamor* 
We have no thirst to breast the noisy and foaming torrent of 
sectarian intolerance. We desire not to be denounced as 
infidels — as the worst enemies to our dear and venerated Lord. 
If we could seconcile it to our consciences, we would much 
rather be fanned by the breath, and blown forward by the 
breeze of general favor, and float in prosperous tranquility 
along the current of prevailing opinions. But, with the Bible 
in our hands, we cannot, we dare not give our assent to doc- 
trines, whichy in our view, serve to uproot the firmest founda* 
tions, — to destroy the whole consistency, — to mar the whole 
beauty, — to blight the whole spirit, — and to wither the best 
energies of our blessed religion. We cannot, we dare not 
sacrifice what we solemnly esteem our duty to our own souls, 
to the souls of our fellow men, to our immaculate Saviour, 
and to our God, upon the detestable shrine of a time-serving 
policy. We will not "fall down in worship'* of the breath 
of the multUudPfW,^ the mere traditionary echoes of human 
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teacbio^ We say veith the Ajpostles, " We ought to obey 
Qod rather than men.'* But, I have cloaed my argument. 

I have urged against '' the doct/ine that Jesus Christy as 
Mediator, possesses two natures, the Divine and Human, in 
mysterious, yet all harmonious union,^^ these several objections 
that it involves an absurdity ; that it is no where stated in the 
Sacred Volume, but is a mere assumption, — a mere supposi- 
tion of uninspired men ; that it is an unnecessary assumption ; 
that it is subversive of our belief in the unity of God ; that 
it implicates the honesty of our Saviour, — involves his plain- 
est teachings in embarrassment and confusion,— and gives to 
his example a licentious moral influence ;— and, Anally, that 
it is utterly at war with the plainest and moat possitive decla* 
rations, and with the unembarrassed and current testimony of 
the Sacred Scriptures. 

Such is an outline of the train of remark t^ which you 
have so patiently and earnestly listened. If all of these ob- 
jections are valid, or if either of them is so, the doctrine in 
question must &11 to the ground, and be cotnmitied to its 
place amongst the other corruptions, which in the lapse oi 
ages, have, from various sources, crept into the Christiau 
Church, and, which, if not already exploded, are rapidly &d' 
ing from common respect. The whole subject is left to your 
honest, faithful and prayerful consideration. 

The preceding remarks have gone to uphold a doctrine 
which, calumniated as it now is, we fully believe to have 
constituted the faith of the primitive Christiana For a vast 
period it has been pressed down by the strong arm of civil 
power. Its advocates have often been called upon to test 
their sincerity, ^t the sacri6ce of their property, their reputa* 



TO TWO NATVRK0 DT CHRIST. l07 

don, and their lires.* It still meets with a formidahia 
opposition in the deeply rooted prejudices of early education, 
in the pride of human opinion, and in the rancorous spirit 
of old and wealthy and influential and ambitious sects. Still, 
k8 prospects are at this day vastly more encouraging thaR 
they have been at any former period since the fourth centnry. 
And in the increasing prevalence of liberal habits of discus- 
sion upon subjects in general, and in the advancing spread of 

* In the foarth century, Arius, that distinguished laminery of tfaa 
ancient church, was banished for his rejection of the Trinity ; hit 
writings *' were condemned to the flames, and capital punishment was 
denounced against those in whose possession they should be found :" 
tttd, filially, be is supposed to have been poisoned to death by his 
inveterate Trinitarian enemies. In the sixteenth century, Tyscoviei* 
one, a wealthy Polish merchant, and a zealous advocate of UnitariMi* 
ism, was sentenced, for refusing to swear in the name of the Triune 
God, *' to have his tongue pierced for his alledged blasphemy ; to have 
hb hands and feet cut off; then to be beheaded, and last of all to have 
hie body burned at the stake." " This sentence was,*' at the instigation 
of zealoue Trinitarians, " executed in aH its horrible circumstances, at 
Warsaw." 

Among many other instances^ of the moat bittar peneention agaiiMt 
Unitariane, we have only room to call the reader's attentioa to the 
dreadful fate of that renowned physician, and general scholar, Michael 
Servetus. At the instigation of the infuriated John Calvin, this 
amiable and pious man, was, for the enormous crime of avowing 
Uiiitarianism, hmnU t» deaths fty a slow fire rf green woodf ! This 
cetaetrophy oceoned at Geneva in 1S53* In allusion to this horriiA 
ctrcumstanoe, which must cover the ohareeler of Cahrin with perpeS^ 
nal infamy, a polished writer very appropriately exclaima, " How 
fittle was Christianity nnderstood at the era of the reformation! Why 
are men willing to suppose, that the reformers saw ott ImtA, when 
tbey were so ignorant of the ^fwU of the Gospel f '* 
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intellectual and moral light, aided by the Divine blessing, we 
place a strong reliance for its future prosperity. We hope 
that the day may not be &r distant, when it shall again form 
the general faith of Christendom. 

The doctrine which I have opposed, I regard as a gross 
corruption, that, after the first century, in an age of great 
mysticism and darkness, by slow and almost imperceptible 
advances, crept from the schools of Egyptian and Platonic 
philosophy, into the bosom of the Christian Church. There 
it was fed and pampered by the spirit of times, when " igno- 
rance" was styled the " mother of devotion" — when a "fraud" 
for religion was called ** pious" — when a lie for orthodoxy 
was denominated a virtue. It has fattened and grown into a 
pompous bulk, and though the sting of death has been taken 
from it by the knife of a wise legislation, yet, even, in our 
own free country, it still coils itself into formidable attitudes 
of resistance, and breathes a denouncing hiss, but too effectual 
in alarm to many of the friends of truth. That this doctrine 
has had many able and pious supporters ; — ^that it has been, 
and is now, a prevailing feith in the Christian world, we ad- 
mit. And on these grounds, it has just as many claims to 
our respect, as have had a multitude of errors now discarded 
by every sect of Protestants. The Infallibility of the Church, 
Absolution by a Priest, Transubstantiation, and other tenets 
trampled upon by the reformation, were for centuries ac- 
knowledged as the " orthodoxy'^ of Christendom. And even 
opinions which our ^'evangelical* brethren, a few years ago, 
regarded as main pillars in their "platform," are jww within 
the pales of their own Churches, rapidly sinking from belief, 
and mingling with the rubbish of '* unessentiaP' and worn- 
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out articles. I alloda^ efpaeklljr, to the oU Tiews of Elee« 
don and Reprobation,'* and ^PuuTe Regeneration," and 
aren of ^ Infant Damnation." Whilst, then, we trust, we art 
not wanting in a decent respect for the opinions of oar £itheit 
and brethren, we confess onrselres not of that number who 
tenerate error on account of its age, nor who recognize znj 
obligations, either in relation to doctrine or practice, to *' fol* 

low the multitude to do evil" 

« 

Upon a candid renew of ouf discourse, you will discover 
the elevated rank which we ascribe to Jesus, and the stupen* 
dons authority with which, upon our view, his religon is in* 
vested. It is true we call him a man — for so Isaiah called 
iiini — so Peter and Paul called him— -and so he called him^ 
8el£ But, my hearers, our blessed Lord is neither to be ele- 
vated nor degraded by a mere title. And a man endued by 
the Creator with intellectual and moral powers beyond those 
of even the highest of other created intelligences, is, surely, 
DO contemptible, no degraded object 1 Into the secrets of his 
being we have no occasion — ^perhaps it is impious curiosity 
— 4o attempt minutely to penetrate. But we receive him for 
all that we can learn, he ever claimed to be. We receive 
him as '^ a greater than Jonas," — " a greater than Solomon," 
—as one " made better than the Angels,'* — as him, who, of 
all the children of the Universal Father, peculiarly merits the 
title of "the Son of God." Although a man, his spiritual 
nature was of the loftiest created mould — the noblest work of 
the hand of God. Bearing a special commission from the 
Eternal One, and covered with the holiest mantle of inspira* 
tion, he came to Earth as a Minister of Heaven. He feaisbr: r 
ed his hand up to the sky, and opened the cloud that -tS^ 
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the Inith nod prnpose of Jeliofab, andbious^t thmi down 
i^id displayed thorn to meo. He xeaied the balwarks of a 
pare religioa ia the midst of the strongest ompire of moral 
cormptioQ and darknesa He planted the standard of his 
cress on the very borders of Hell, and caused its faann^, 
stained with his own blood, and qpangled with the stars of the 
Spiritual Heavens, flapping above the ruins ot ancient sys* 
terns, to wave in permanent triumph over the Nations. He 
laid the dbmex stone, and raised the walls of a spiritual tem- 
ple, for the perpetual worship of an immortal Universe. He 
inscribed its altar to the only true Gk)d and Father of all. 
He placed within it the consecrated lamp of teuth, lights by 
the rays which stream from the Sun of infinite mercy, and re- 
vealing with its splendor the duties of Earth, and the blessed- 
ness of Heaven. He moved familiarly among men, detnol- 
' ishing the pompous errors of earth-bom philosophy, as the 
foot of the giant crushes the sandy structures of the mole-hill, 
— stripping the glittering drapery from the hideous form of 
&sbionabIe vice, — and disclosing the heaven-bom dignity of 
lowly virtue — exhibiting in the &ice of men's fiike views of 
honor, the moral cowardice of revenge, and the bravery of 
meekness, — the nobleness of humility and the baseness of 
pride. He hung upon the Gross, to furnish blood, in which 
to write for mankind the solemn lessen, that even' life itself 
is to be sacrificed for the public good-^for conscience-^^-and 
for God. He descended into the lonely tomb, and rose 
again as a pledge for the immortality of a World. And hav- 
ing finished the work which God gave him to do on Earth, 
he ascended to his Father and our Fath^— 4o his God and 
our God But he still reigns by the sway of his spiritual ioy 
^Mceth^aad he must reign till all enemies are put under 
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bJi £b6^— till dtedi isdefitroyad, aiklfwailowed np inTicterf. 
<^ And whto all thingB are anbduei unto him"— when all tbe 
parposeto for which bis peculiar domioion was established, 
ate oompletely fulfilled, then shall he resign his mediatorial 
Crown, and surrender up his Kingdom to 6cm2, xtbn the Fa* 
ther — and as the elder brother and unchanging friend of a 
redeemed World, *^ be subject unto Him that put all things 
fender him, that Ood may be all in all." Thus, the bright 
tad morning star of redeeming grace shall gradually &de 
from view, and be lost in the efiulgent day of universal and 
unending love. 

Such is a iaint picture of our exalted views of the nature^ 
dignity and reign of Jesus Christ, the most wonderful being 
that ever appeared on this Globe — the highest agent of Al- 
mighty God — the chief hope of a fallen World. We receive 
him as an all-sufficient Mediator between God and men — we 
rely upon him as a fisiithful intercessor — ^we trust in him as 
the Saviour of the World — ^in his name only do we suppli- 
cate the Father — through him alone do we hope for salva- 
tion. 

The evidences of tbe Divinity of his mission are placed 
upon foundations too deep to be undermined. The best minds 
that have ever graced the earth, have received Jesus as " the 
Son of God." Locke whose eagle eye penetrated the deepest 
recesses of investigation, and traced the most intricate wind- 
ings of the understanding, — Locke was not too philosophical 
to be a Christian. Milton, whose genius walked in awful 
qplendor through the Courts of Heaven, and glared in horri- 
ble magnificence amidst caverns and torches of hell, — Milton, 
vrltbie name is covered with a lustre that the rust of ages shall' 
fiiil to obscure^— Milton was not too 
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tioM^ to fcll in reverenee before the tcqitre of Jesus Christ 
Newton, whose gigmtie intellect could scale the loftiest bat* 
tiements of natare^ — ^ransack her towers of light in the sky, 
and stand in dignified composure, looking abroad on the Uni- 
Terse from piles of thought, at whose fearful height, ordinary 
minds grow diziy in gazing,-^Newton, from the proudest sum* 
mit of science and of fiime,with all his mighty powers, bowed 
in humility at the foot of the Gross. I speak not of these, as if 
Christianity needed the support of great names, nor yet as if 
great names alone proved any doctrine to be true. I know 
that some of the brightest flowers of human genius have clus- 
tered and bloomed around error, and withered on the crumb- 
liDg walls of systems now in ruins. 

I appeal, then, not to great names, as if Christianity was 
dependent on such support ; but I speak of them, to show that 
no one need blush to avow his faith in the Gospel, and to cau- 
tion you against lightly rejecting it as false. As a Christian 
too, I rejoice to find sympathy in minds so bright and pure 
as those of Milton and Locke and Newton ; and especially 
as a Unitarian Christian, I confess that I feel, if possible, my 
confidence strengthened, when I know, that Milton and 
LfOcke and Newton were in opposition to all the prejudices 
of their country and limes, thorough investigators and open 
defenders of Unitarian Christianity. But, my brethren, with- 
out relying upon any mere human authority, let us, each one 
for himself carefully search for the truth — ^'^ prove all things, 
and hold &st that which is good." May we have that faith 
which purifies the heart, and overcomes the world ; and let 
us esteem it as the best testimony of honor we can render our 
exalted Redeemer, to breathe his amiable spirit, and copy his 
sUualess example. 
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